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treaty 427 

May  24,  1824  (4  Stot.,  31),  amendment  of 

entry 528 

August  18, 1825  (7  Stat.,  272)  Indian  treaty .  18 
November  7,  1825  (7   Stat.,  265),  Indian 

treaty 252 

October  23, 1826  (7  SUt.,  300),  Miami  treaty  428 
February  8, 1827  (4  St«t.,  202)  sec.  4,  pri- 
vate claim 401 

May  26, 1830  (4  Stat..  405),  private  claim . .  493 

February  8, 1831  (7  SUt.,  342),  Indian  treaty  18 

October  23, 183i  (7  Stat.,  463),  Miami  treaty  428 
November  6,    1838  (7  Stat.,  560)  Miami 

treaty 428 

November  28,1840  (7  Stat.,  582),  Miami 

treaty 428 

September  4, 1841  (5  Stat.,  453)  preemption  237 

October  18. 1848  (OStat.,  052),  Indian  treaty  18 
September  28, 1850  (0  Stat.,  519),  swamp 

land 4,18,434 

March  2, 1858  (10  Stat.,  172), mission  lands.  317 
May  10, 1854  (10  Stat.,  1054)  Indian  treaty  252 
May  12, 1R54  (10  SUt.,  1064)  Indian  treaty  18 
June  5. 1854  (10  SUt..  1093)  Miami  treaty.  429 
August  3, 1854  (10  SUt.,  346)  patent,  certi- 
fication   22 

February  22, 1855  (lO  SUt.,  1165)  Chippewa 

treaty 455 

February  5,  1856  (11  SUt.,  663)  Indian 

treaty 19 

February  11,  1856  (11  SUt.,  670),  Indian 

treaty 19 

May  15, 1856  (11  SUt.,  9), Iowa  R.  R.  grant.  440, 458 
June  3, 1856  (11  SUt.,  20)  Wisconsin  R.  R. 

grant 87 

March  3, 1867  (11  SUt.,  195),  R.  R.  grant. . .  86 

March  3, 1857  (11  SUt.,  251),  swamp  lands.  205 


March  3, 1859  (11  StAt.,  425),  Indian  lands.  252 

March  8, 1859  (12  SUt..  975),  Indian  treaty.  268 

March  12, 1860  (12  SUt.,  3),  swamp  grant .  11 

May  20, 1862  (12  SUt.,  392).  general  home- 

stead  act 83 

July  1,  1862  (12  Stat..  480),  sec.  2,  Union 

Pacific 540 

'  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  63),  Indian  reaerva- 

tioninUUh 410 

May  5, 1P64  (13  Stat.,  64),  St  Paul  and  Pu- 

luth  grant 537 

May  5, 1864  (13  SUt.,  66),  AViscouAin  R.  R. 

grant 87,308 

May  12,  1864  (13  Stat..  72).  Iowa  R.  R. 

grant 203 

June  2,  1864  (13  Stat.,  95),  Iowa  R.  R. 

grant 440.458 

June  30,  1864  (13  Stat.,  412),  public  reser- 
vation « 254 

July  1, 1864  (13  Stat. ,  843) ,  coal  land 2J7 

July  2,  1864  (13  Sut..  355),  wagon  road 

grant 300 

July  2,  1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  Northern  Pa- 
cific   73,233.309,349,511,536 

July  2. 1864  (13  Stat.,  365).  sec.  3,  Northern 

Pacific 79 

July  2. 1861  (13  Stat.,  356),  Union  Pacific 

and  B.  &  M.  grant 39, 409 

February  23,  1865  (13  SUt.,  432),  Indian 

landsinUtah 410 

July  4, 1866  (14  Stat.,  85),  mining  claim 235 

July  5, 1866  (14  SUt.  89) ,  wagon  road  grant  1 1 

July  13. 1866  (14  SUt.,  03),  Saint  Paul  and 

Duluth  R.  R.  grant : 636 

July  19, 1866  (14  Stat..  799),  treaty 298 

July  23, 1866  (14  Stat.  210),  Saint  Joseph 

and  Denver  R.  R 

July  25, 1866  (14  suit..  239)  Oregon  and  Cal- 


ifornia grant 
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Paca 
July  26. 1866  (14  SUt.,2&l)i  mining  olaimt.         236 
July  27, 1866  (14  StaL,  292),  Atlftntlo  and 

Faoiflc  and  Southern  Paoiflo 224, 357 

July  26, 1868  (15  Stat.,  187),  Southern  Fa- 

ciflo 226 

May  31,  1870  (16  Stat..  378)  Northern  Pa- 

eiflo 71,611,636 

June  28, 1870  (16  Stot.,  382),  Southern  Pa- 
oiflo          228 

Joly  8, 1870  (16  Stat.,  196),  grant  to  Minne- 
sota          437 

July  9, 1870  (16  Stat.,  217)  mining  claim  . .  235 
Feb.  6, 1871  (16  Stat,  404),  Indian  lands ...  10 

March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  588),  Saint  Vincent 

Bxt 86 

Maroh  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  573-579),  Southern 

Faoiflc 108,362 

March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  579),  Kew  Orleans 

Fadflc 62 

May  10, 1872  (17  Stat,  91),  mining  claim  50, 235, 353 
Jnne  1, 1872  (17  Stat,  213),  Miami  lands ...  428 
June  5, 1872  (17  Stat,  226),  Indian  lands  . .  266 
January  81, 1873  (17  Stat,  421),  Iowa  R  R. 

grant 441 

Febmazyl8,  1878  (17  Stat,  465),  iron  and 

coal 235.240 

March  8. 1878  (17  Stat.,  607),  mining  claim.  235 
February  11,  1874  (18  Stat,  15),  Indian 

lands 266 

June  22,  1874  (18  Stat.,  194),  B.  R.  indem- 
nity  .-. 77,246,248,479 

June  22,  1874  (18  Stat,  203),  Minn.  R.  R. 

granto 580 

March  3,  1875  (18  Stat,  402-420)  Indian- 
homestead  479 

March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  420),  sec.  15,  In- 
dian homestead 96 

March  3, 1875  (18  Stat,  482),  right  of  way.  250, 200 
February  1,  1876  (19  Stat.,  2),  naturalisa- 
tion          424 

May  5, 1876  ( 1 9  Stat..  52),  mineral  Uud ....  240 
May  20, 1876  (19  Stat.,  54),  sec.  1,  timber 

culture 502 

Jane  3, 1878  (20  Stat,  88),  timber  cutting.  51 

June  8,  1878  (20  Stat,  89),  timber   and 

stone 51,240,437 

Jane  14, 1878  (20  Stat.,  118),  timber  culture.  502 
June  15,  1878  (20  Stat,  133),  Iowa  B.  R. 

lands 441 

June  18,  1878  (20  Stat,    152),  reservoir 

lands 451 

Jnne  18, 1878  (20  Stat.,  165),  Indian  reser- 

rations  in  Utah 410 

March  3,  1879  (20  Stat..  352).  grant  to  Min- 
nesota          432 

May  14. 1880  (21  Stat,  140),  sec.  2,  contest- 
ant  28;<.290,311 

sec.   3,   home- 
stead settle- 
ment... 306,425,528 
May  28, 1880  (21  Stat.,  143),  Osage  lands . .         162 
Jane  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  199),  Ute  Indian 

lands 97,411 

Jane  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237),  see  2,  home- 
stead entry 189,327,453 


FagCb 
June  16,  1880  (21  Stat.,  287),  sec.  2,  repay- 
ment  89,112,161,210,308,310 

March  1.  1883  (22  Stat,  433),  Uto  Indian 

lands 100 

March  3, 1883  (22  Stat,  487),  Alabama  min- 

eralland 240 

May  17. 1884  (23  Stat.,  24),  see.  8,  Alaska. . .        212, 

291.483 
July  4, 1884  (23  Stat.,  76-«6),  Indian  home- 
stead          478 

July  5, 1884  (23  Stot,  103),  abandoned  mUi- 

tary  reservations 261 

July  6, 1886  (23  Stat,  123),  forfeiture  Atlan- 
tic and  Pacific  227,357 

February  a  1887  (24  Stat,  388),  Indian 

allotmento 101,364,427 

February  8, 1887  (24  Stat.,  388),  see.  4 442 

February  8, 1887  (24  Stat..  391),  sec  2,  New 

Orleans  Pacific 61 

March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  adjustment  of 

R.  R.  granta         390 

sec.  4 117,460 

sec.   5,  R.  R. 

lands 77, 

151, 194, 204, 499 
May  14, 1888  (25  Stat,  622),  Alabama  lands .  328 
October  2, 1888  (25  Stat.,  526),  arid  lands  . .  221 
October   19,  1888  (25   Stat.,  612),  Indian 

patento 443 

January  14, 1889  (25  Stat,  642),  Chippewa 

lands 257,258,456 

February  22, 1889  (25  Stat,  676),  sees.  10  and 

18,  school  land 233 

March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  854),  sec.  2.  second 

homestead  .  82, 
115,811,475 
sec  6,  addi- 
tional home- 
stead  113.327 

March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  888),  price  of  land  .  308, 310 
March  2, 1880  (25  Stat.,  080) ,  second  en  try  .  88 

secH.  13  and  14, 
Oklahoma  ..         504 
May  2, 1890  (26  Stat,  81),  sec  22,  OkUhoma 

homestead  commuted  for  town  site 313 

May  14, 1890  (26  Stat..  109),  Oklahoma  town 

sit-e 813 

May  26,  1890  (26  Stat.,  121),  preliminary 

affidavit 423 

August  20,  1890  (26  Stat.,  360),  R.  R.  in- 
demnity   79 

August  30,  1890  (26  Stat.,  391),  arid  lands.         222 
September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  406),  forfeiture 

of  R.R.lands 396.522 

September  29,  1890  (26  Stat.,  496).  sec.  2. .         420 

sec.  8..    30,522 
sec.  8..  117 

October  1,1800(26  Stat,  636),  Cherokee 

citizenship 300 

October  1,  1890  (26  Stat.,  647),  sec.  2,  set- 
tlers on  R.R.land8 367 

October  1, 1890  (26  Stat.,  650).  forest  reser- 
vation    48 

January  12,  1891  (26  Stat,  712),  Southern 
Pacific W* 
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February  13, 1891  (26  SUt.,  768),  Sao  and 

Fox  lands 88 

February  13,  1891  (26  Stat.,  768),  Iowa 

lands,  Oklahoma 273 

Febraary  18,  1891  (28  Stot.,  764),  forfeited 

railroad  lands 430 

February  28, 1891  (26  Stat,  794),  Indian 

allotmento 101.364,408 

February  28,  1891  (26  Stat.,  796),  sobool 

land 40 

March  8, 1891  (26  Stat.,  854),  sec.  12,  pri- 
vate claims 891 

March  8, 1891  (26  Stat,  989-1085),  Sisseton 

and  Wahpeton  lands 964 

March  3, 1891  (26  Stat..  1098),  suit  toTm- 

catepatent U 

March  3,  1891  (26  Stat,  1093),  timber  cat- 
ting          278 

March  3, 1891  (26  Stat,  1095),  sec.  1,  timber 

culture 

entry 8, 508 

see.  2,  desert 

lands 281,376 

•eo.  5,  home- 
stead          272 

■ec.    7,    con- 
firmation..   14,157 
•ec.  8,  vaca- 
tion of  pat- 
ent   21 

■eo.  10,  Indian 

binds 266 

■ecM.     11-13, 
A Inskan 

land 215,482 

sees.     11-15, 

Alftflka 201,323 

■ec  17,  arid 

lands f22 

sees.    18-21, 
right  of 

way 344 

June  17, 1892  (27  Stat,  62),  Klamath  lands .  43 

July  26,  1892  (27  Stat..  270),  contestant. ...         281 
August  4,  1892  (27  Stat,  348),  timber  and 

stone  land 244, 437 

August  5,  1892  (27  Stat,  390),  St  Paul, 

Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  grant 545 

March  3, 1893  (27  Stat.,  631),  Indian  lands.  426 

March  3, 1803  (27  Stat.,  744),  Indian  lands.  19 

March  3,  1893  (27  Stat.,  555),  Nebraska 
school  land 141 


Page. 
March  3, 1891  (27  Stat,  612),  Cherokee  Out- 
let      67,504 

December  19, 1898  (26  Stat.  576),  Mille  Lac 

lands 465 

June  20,  1894  i28  Stat.  94).  University 

grant  Miss 106 

July  26,  1894  (28  6tat,  123),  desert  land 

entiy 150,306,825,376 

August  4, 1894  (28  Stat,  226),  desert-land 

entry 150,377 

August  6,  1894  (28  Stat.,  226),  desert-land 

entry 806,325 

August  15.  1894  (28  Stat.,  286),  Ute  Indian 

lands 97 

August  15, 1894  (28  Stat,  286-805),  Indian 

lands 365,410 

August  15,  1894  (28  Stat.  286-319),  sec.  12, 

Indian  lands 134 

August  18, 1894  (28  Stat,  872),  sec.  4,  desert 

land 33 

August  23,  1894  (28  Stat,  491),  abandoned 

military  rraervation 260 

January  21,  1895  (28  Stat.,  635),  right  of 

way 345 

January  26,  1895  (28  Stat.,  641),  Indian 

patenta 443 

Fi'liruary  26.1895  (28  Stat.,  688),  Korthem 

Pacific  mineral  lands 246,349,446 

February  26,  1895  (20  Stat,  687),  isolated 

tract 146,150 

March  2,  1895  (28  Stat..  814),  abandoned 

reservation 106 

March  2,  1896  (28  Stat.,  876-900),  Indian 

lands 365 

March  2, 1896  (29  Stat,  42>,  purrhaser  of 

railroad  and  wagon-road  lands 390, 469 

June  3,  1896  (29  Stat.  245),  settlers  on 

Northern  Pacific  lands 256,258 

June  10,  1896  (20  Stat.,  321-840),  Indian 

lands 36r» 

February  11. 1897  (29  Stat ,  526) ,  oil  land . .         352 
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June  7,  1897  (30  Stot,  87),  Ute  Indian 
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DECISIONS 

RELATING  TO 


HOMESTEAB  BNTRT— CinZEN8HIP-HErRS-EQI7ITABI.E  ACTION. 

Elizabeth  Eighteb. 

A  liomeetead  entry,  under  which  the  entry  man  who  had  declared  his  intention  of 
becoming  a  citizen  but  had  not  been  admitted  to  citizenship  at  the  time  of  sub- 
mitting final  proof,  may  be  equitably  confirmed  for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs,  and 
patent  issue  in  their  names,  where  the  entryman  dies,  with  his  entry  occupying 
such  status,  and  a  naturalized  heir  thereafter  submits  final  proof. 

The  case  of  Joseph  Ellis,  21  L.  D.,  377j  cited  and  distinguished. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oomniissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  July  12, 

(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  '    (C.  W.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Elizabeth  Eichter  from  your  office 
decision  of  February  29,  1896,  holding  final  certificate,  'No.  334,  for 
cancellation. 

The  land  involved  is  the  W.  J  of  the  NB.  J  and  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  J 
of  Sec.  29,  T.  26  K,  R.  23  E.,  Waterville  land  district,  Washington. 

The  record  shows  that  William  Richter  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
768,  of  said  tracts  August  17,  1887,  submitting  final  proof  on  July  23, 
1894.  With  his  proof  he  submitted  a  copy  of  his  declaration  of  inten- 
tion to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  with  the  statement  that 
he  had  appeared  with  his  witnesse3  on  April  25,  1894,  at  the  court 
house  in  Waterville,  with  the  intention  of.  taking  out  final  citizenship 
papers,  fully  believing  that  the  court  would  still  be  in  session,  but  he 
found  that  the  court  had  closed  and  the  judge  left  town.  He  also 
stated  that  but  two  terms  of  the  court  are  held  in  the  county,  and  that 
he  intends  to  be  present  at  the  next  term  of  the  court,  which  will  be 
held  on  October  22, 1891,  and  that  he  will  then  take  out  his  final 
pax>er8. 

The  local  officers  approved  the  proof,  accepted  payment,  and  issued 
final  certificate  July  23, 1894. 

December  7, 1894,  you  directed  the  local  officers  to  advise  the  claim- 
ant that,  ux>on  receipt  by  your  office  of  record  evidence  of  Richter's 
naturalization,  without  unnecessary  delay,  the  case  would  be  referred 
to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication  for  final  action. 
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On  February  8, 1895,  the  local  oflBcers  transmitted  the  aflBdavit  of  a 
physician,  to  the  effect  that  liichter  was  and  had  been  since  October, 
1894,  dangerously  ill,  and  unable  to  leave  his  house,  also  the  affidavit 
of  Eichter's  brother,  in  which  he  states  that  William  Richter  will,  if 
able,  be  present  at  the  term  of  court  which  will  be  held  in  April,  1895. 

In  July,  1895,  the  local  officers  transmitted  final  proof  on  said  home- 
stead entry,  No.  768,  by  Elizabeth  Richter,  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  mother  of  said  William  Richter,  who  died  in 
April,  1895,  with  final  certificate,  No.  334,  issued  to  the  heirs  of  William 
Richter,  deceased. 

February  29, 1896,  you  decided  that  the  proof  made  by  Elizabeth 
Richter  can  not  be  accepted,  and  held  final  certificate  Ko.  334  for  can- 
cellation, but  directed  that  the  final  certificate  No.  240,  in  the  name  of 
William  Richter,  be  then  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudica- 
tion for  the  action  of  that  tribunal. 

The  case  turns  upon  the  rights  of  the  heir  of  an  entryman,  who  has 
made  a  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  but  dies,  before 
final  proof  has  been  accepted  and  final  certificate  approved,  without 
actual  naturalization. 

Under  the  homestead  laws,  the  right  of  entry  is  given  to  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  or  one  "who  has  filed  his  intention  to  become  such, 
as  required  by  the  naturalization  laws."  But  an  entryman,  although 
he  may  have  fulfilled  all  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law,  is 
not  entitled  to  patent,  unless  he  is  at  that  time  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.    (Section  2291  of  the  Revised  Statutes.) 

In  the  case  of  Joseph  Ellis  (21  L.  D,,  377),  on  the  authority  of  which 
case  your  office  decision  is  founded,  Ellis  was  entitled  to  patent  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  And  it  is  held  in  the  case  of  Henry  E.  Stich  (23 
L.  D.,  457),  that  section  2448  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides: 

Where  patents  for  public  lands  have  been  or  may  be  issued,  in  pursuance  of  any 
law  of  the  United  States,  to  a  person  who  bad  died,  or  who  hereafter  dies,  before  the 
date  of  such  patent,  the  title  to  the  land  designated  therein  shall  inure  to  and  be- 
come invested  in  the  heirs,  devisees,  or  assignees  of  such  deceased  patentee  as  if  the 
patent  had  issued  to  the  deceased  person  during  life. 

is  applicable  only  when  the  'right  to  patent  exists  in  the  entryman  at 
the  time  of  his  death. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  Richter,  by  reason  of  his  not  being 
naturalized  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  not  entitled  to  patent. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  erroneous. 

The  board  of  equitable  adjudication  has  no  authority  in  such  cases. 
Its  province  is  confined  to  entries  so  far  complete  in  themselves,  that, 
when  the  defects  on  which  they  are  submitted  have  been  cured  by  its 
favorable  action,  they  pass  at  once  to  patent.  James  H.  Taylor,  9  L. 
D.,  230. 

JBy  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  Washington  an  alien  may  hold,  con- 
vey and  devise  land,  and  if  he  dies  intestate,  the  same  shall  descend 
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to  his  heirs.    (1  Hill's  Statutes  and  Codes  of  Washington,  Title  LXX, 
B.  2955.)    And  by  the  rule  and  order  of  descent  of  real  property: 

If  the  decedent  leaves  no  iusne^  the  estate  goes  in  equal  shares  to  the  surviving 
husband  or  wife,  and  to  the  decedent's  father  and  mother  if  both  survive.  If  there 
be  no  &theT  nor  mother,  then  one-half  goes  in  equal  shares  to  the  brothers  and  sis- 
bers  of  the  decedent,  and  to  the  children  of  any  deceiised  brothers  or  sisters,  by 
right  of  representation.  If  decedent  leaves  no  issue,  nor  husband  nor  wife,  the 
estate  must  go  to  his  father  and  mother.  (Hiirs  Statutes  and  Codes,  Title  XYII, 
S.2.) 

It  seems  to  me  that  on  the  principles  of  equity  and  justice  this  entry 
should  be  passed  to  patent,  and  I  can  see  no  objection  to  submitting 
final  homestead  certificate  Ko.  334,  on  the  proof  made  by  Elizabeth 
liichter,  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication,  under  rule  33  of  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  board. 

You  will  therefore  refer  final  homestead  certificate  No.  334  to  the 
board  of  equitable  adjudication,  and,  if  confirmed,  patent.will  issue  in 
the  name  of  the  heirs  of  William  Richter.  Agnew  v.  Morton,  13  L.  D,, 
228. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 


TIMBER  CUIiTUBB  APPLICATION— ACT  OP  MABCH  8,  1891. 

Gallup  v.  Welch. 

An  application  to  make  timber  culture  entry  of  land  embraced  within  a  prior  prima 
facie  valid  railroad  indemnity  selection  is  properly  rejected,  and  an  appeal  from 
such  action  secures  no  right  that  is  protected  by  section  1,  act  of  March  3, 1891, 
repealing  the  timber  culture  law. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  12j 

(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  .  (F.  W.  C.) 

On  May  7, 1896,  J.  F.  Gallup  filed  a  motion  for  the  review  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  February  11, 1896  (not  reported),  in  the  case  of  said 
Gallup  V.  Wesley  0.  Welch,  involving  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  the  KW.  i 
of  the  SE.  J,  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  S W.  J  of  Sec.  36,  T.  86  K,  R.  30  W., 
Des  Moines  land  district,  Iowa. 

On  October  6, 1896,  said  motion  was  entertained  and  forwarded  to 
your  office  to  be  returned  to  Gallup  for  service  within  thirty  days  from 
receipt  thereof. 

Said  motion  has  again  been  filed  with  evidence  of  service  after  the 
expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  for  that  purpose,  and  for  that 
reason  motion  is  made  to  revoke  the  order  entertaining  the  motion  for 
review. 

At  the  time  the  motion  for  review  was  entertained  it  was  found  that 
an  error  had  been  committed  in  the  previous  decision  of  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  recognition  of  Welch's  timber  culture  application  after  the 
repeal  of  the  timber  culture  law,  and  for  that  reason  it  is  deemed 
unnecessary  to  consider  the  motion  to  dismiss. 
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To  a  proper  understanding  of  the  matter,  a  brief  history  of  the  pre- 
vious transactions  had  in  relation  to  this  tract  is  necessary. 

As  early  as  1859  the  land  was  selected  by  the  State  on  account  of  the 
swamp  land  grant.  On  June  10,  1864,  in  a  letter  from  your  office 
addressed  to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Des  Moines,  it  was  stated 
that  the  tract  in  question  had  been  selected  and  patented  to  the  State 
as  swamp  land  under  the  act  of  1850,  and  the  local  officers  were  directed 
to  note  the  fact  upon  their  tract  books;  which  they  did;  and  the  same 
was  duly  noted  upon  the  county  records. 

This  tract  is  within  Greene  county,  and  as  the  State  had  conferred 
the  swamp  land  grant  upon  the  county,  and  the  said  county  had  con- 
tracted with  the  American  Emigrant  Company,  said  last  mentioned 
company  conveyed  this  land  to  James  Gallanan  and  James  G.  Savery. 
They  in  turn  conveyed  it  to  Gallup  by  quit- claim  deed  April  4, 1890. 

This  tract  is  also  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Cedar  Eapids 
and  Missouri  Eiver  Eailroad  Company,  now  known  as  the  Iowa  Cen- 
tral Air  Line  Eailroad  Company,  which  company,  on  June  30,  1885, 
filed  a  contest  against  the  swamp  land  claims  embracing  the  tracts 
here  in  controversy,  together  with  other  lands,  and  at  the  same  time 
filed  an  application  to  select  this  tract  as  indemnity,  the  same  being 
accompanied  by  a  tender  of  fees. 

The  statement  contained  in  your  office  letter  of  June  10, 1864,  to  the 
effect  that  this  land  had  been  patented  to  the  State  as  swamp  land, 
was  erroneous.  So  that,  upon  the  company's  contest,  hearing  was  duly 
ordered,  and  upon  the  testimony  taken  the  swamp  claim  was  rejected, 
as  to  the  tract  in  question,  by  your  office  letter  of  November  IG,  1886. 
On  November  24, 1886,  the  local  officers  approved  the  railroad  com- 
pany's application  to  select,  and  permitted  the  same  to  go  of  record. 

On  January  22,  1889,  Welch  applied  to  make  timber  culture  entry  of 
the  land;  his  application  being  rejected  by  the  local  officers 

because  the  land  herein,  as  appears  from  the  records  of  this  office,  appears  to  have 
been  selected  by  the  Cedar  Rapids  and  Missouri  Kivor  Railroad  Company  and 
approved  at  this  office  November  26,  1886;  and  because  it  is  also  shown  by  the  tract 
book  of  this  office  that  the  within  land  was  patented  to  the  »State  of  Iowa  under  the 
act  of  September  28,  1850. 

From  said  decision  Welch  appealed. 

By  your  office  letter  of  April  11, 1892,  the  selection  by  the  railroad 
company  was  canceled,  because  of  the  fact  that  the  company  had,  in  a 
suit  brought  by  the  American  Emigrant  Company  against  the  railroad 
company,  in  1882,  to  settle  the  question  of  conflicting  rights  between 
the  two  companies  to  certain  tracts,  disclaimed  any  right  to  the  tracts 
in  question,  in  consideration  of  which  the  Emigrant  Company  relin- 
quished its  claim  to  other  lauds  involved  in  said  grant. 

In  your  said  decision  it  is  stated  that  on  April  8, 1890,  Gallup  filed 
an  application  to  select  these  tracts  under  the  agricultural  act  of  July 
2, 1862;  which  application  is  rejected  by  said  decision.    It  is  further 
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stated  in  said  decision  that  as  Gallup  is  the  present  claimant  under  the 
swamp  grant,  the  rights  under  which  had  been  determined,  in  1886, 
adverse  to  the  State,  in  view  of  the  cancellation  of  the  company's 
selection,  an  application  by  him  under  the  homestead  law  will  receive 
due  consideration. 

On  May  7, 1893,  Gallup  filed  a  petition  asking  that  an  investigation 
be  made  or  ordered  and  that  the  tracts  here  in  question  be  patented  to 
the  State  of  Iowa  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  September  28, 
1850,  as  swamp  land.  To  this  application  Welch  filed  objections  on 
June  19, 1893,  and  in  your  office  letter  of  March  10, 1894,  the  petition 
by  Gallup,  and  also  the  appeal  from  the  rejected  application  of  Welch, 
presented  as  before  stated  in  1889,  were  considered. 

Gallup's  petition  was  denied,  and  the  rejection  of  Welch's  applica- 
tion was  sustained,  because  of  the  fact  that  at  the  date  of  its  presenta- 
tion the  tract  was  covered  by  the  selection  of  the  railroad  company; 
and  until  the  same  was  canceled,  no  rights  could  be  a^^quired  by  the 
presentation  of  a  timber  culture  application.  Said- selection  was  not 
canceled  until  after  the  repeal  of  the  timber  culture  law  by  the  act  of 
March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095) ;  so  that  he  acquired  no  right  prior  to 
the  repeal  of  said  law. 

In  the  decision  under  review,  so  much  of  your  office  decision  of 
March  10, 1894,  as  denied  Gallup's  petition  was  affirmed.  But  in  con- 
sidering Welch's  claim  under  his  timber  culture  application,  it  waa 
stated : 

I  find  that  Welch  initiated  his  claim  to  make  timber  cultare  entry  of  the  tract 
in  controversy  on  January  22, 1889;  that  he  appealed  f^om  the  decision  rejecting  his 
application  and  that  his  appeal  was  not  passed  npon  by  yonr  office  until  March  10, 
1894;  and  that  under  the  proviso  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26 
Stat.,  1095),  entitled  ''An  act  to  repeal  timber  culture  laws  and  for  other  purposes/' 
he  is  entitled  to  perfect  his  timber  culture  entry  upon  due  compliance  wifch  law«  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  said  act  had  not  been  passed. 

The  proviso  of  section  1  of  the  a<5t  of  March  3, 1891  {supra)^  saving 
from  the  terms  of  the  forfeiture  certain  rights,  provides  that  the  repeal 

shall  not  a£Piect  any  valid  rights  heretofore  accrued  or  accruing  under  said  laws, 
but  all  bona  fide  claims  lawfully  initiated  before  the  passage  of  this  act  may  be  per- 
fected upon  due  compliance  with  law. 

The  only  question  for  consideration  therefore  is:  Did  Welch,  by  the 
presentation  of  his  application  in  1889,  and  while  the  land  was  covered 
b3^  the  selection  of  the  railroad  company,  acquire  any  valid  right,  and 
can  it  be  said  that  he  had,  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1891,  a  claim  lawfully  initiated  before  the  passage  of  said  act? 

In  the  case  of  Simser  v.  Southern  Minnesota  Eailway  Company  (12 
L.  D.,  386),  it  is  held  (syllabus) :  *^A  timber  culture  application  can  not 
be  accepted  for  land  embraced  within  a  prior  railroad  indemnity  selec- 
tion." See  also  Eudolph  Nemitz  (7  L.D.,80);  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  v.  Halvorson  (10  L.  D.,  16)5    Darlaud  v.  Northern 
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Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (12  L.  D.,  195);  and  Gorder  v.  St.  P.,  M.  &  M, 
Ey.  Co.  (24  L.  D.,  434). 

The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  pendency  of  an  appeal  from  the 
rejection  of  an  application  to  enter  has  been  repeatedly  considered  by 
this  Department  and  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  an  application  to 
enter  is  the  equivalent  of  an  actual  entry  or  constitutes  a  claim  lawfully 
initiated  only  in  case  the  application  is  found  to  have  been  improperly 
refused. 

As  this  land  was  embraced  in  a  selection  prima  facie  valid  at  the  time 
Welch  tendered  his  timber  culture  application,  it  must  be  held  that  the 
action  of  the  local  officers  in  denying  his  application  was  proper,  and 
that  by  such  presentation  a  claim  under  the  timber  culture  law  was  not 
lawfully  initiated. 

Said  departmental  decision  of  February  11, 1896,  in  so  far  as  it  is  held 
that  Welch  is  entitled  to  perfect  his  timber  culture  entry  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  act  of  1801  had  not  been  passed,  is  recalled  and 
vacated,  and  your  office  decision  sustaining  the  rejection  of  Welch's 
application  is  affirmed. 

This  leaves  for  consideration  Gallup's  petition  for  a  further  investi- 
gation as  to  the  swampy  character  of  this  tract,  and  in  the  motion  for 
review  attention  is  also  called  to  the  fact  that,  acting  upon  the  sugges- 
tion contained  in  your  office  decision  of  April  11,  1892,  Gallup  did,  in 
July  1894,  tender  homestead  application  for  this  tract,  upon  which  no 
action  has  as  yet  been  taken. 

This  tract  having  been,  after  investigation,  adjudged  to  be  non- 
swamp,  this  Department  might  refuse  to  make  farther  investigation  in 
the  matter,  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  proceeding  was  upon  the 
contest  of  the  railroad  company,  instituted  in  1885,  and  tliat  said  com- 
pany had  about  three  years  prior  thereto,  in  an  action  between  the 
railroad  company  and  the  Emigrant  Company,  the  claimant  under 
the  swamp  grant,  apparently  admitted  that  this  tract  passed  under  the 
swamp  grant,  I  have  deemed  it  advisable  to  grant  Gallup's  request  for 
a  further  investigation  upon  this  question,  namely,  as  to  whether  this 
tract  was  embraced  within  the  grant  of  1850  to  the  State  of  Iowa  as 
swamp  land,  and  that  action  upon  his  homestead  application  be  in  the 
meantime  suspended.  Should  the  previous  adjudication  of  your  office 
as  to  the  character  of  the  land  be  adhered  to,  GalUip's  application 
under  the  homestead  law  will  then  be  considered,  and  the  tract  dis- 
posed of  as  other  public  land ;  otherwise,  in  accordance  with  the  grant 
of  1850,  the  tract  will  be  patented  to  the  State  on  account  of  the  swamp 
grant. 

So  far  as  in  conflict  herewith,  the  previous  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment is  set  aside,  and  your  office  decision  is  accordingly  modified  and 
the  case  herewith  remanded  for  your  further  action  in  accordance  with 
the  direction  herein  given. 
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MINING  CULIM-MILLSITE— ADITEKSE  CLAIM. 

Snydee  V.  Waller. 

The  adverse  proceeding  contemplated  by  the  mining  law  iB  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  right  of  possession  as  between  conflicting  mining  claims,  and  does 
not  include  a  suit  in  the  courts  to  settle  a  question  as  to  the  character  of  the 
land. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  12^ 
(W.V.  D.)  1897.  (P.  J.  O.) 

The  prior  history  of  this  controversy  will  be  found  in  20  L.  D.,  144, 
and  22  Id.,  318,  where  the  facts  are  set  forth  in  detail.  For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case  in  its  present  shape,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that 
Joseph  Snyder  filed  a  protest  against  the  mineral  entry  of  Oscar 
Waller  for  the  Waller  No.  1  lode  claim.  Snyder  claimed  the  Kainy 
Day  millsite,  which  conflicted  with  the  Waller  lode.  Among  other 
charges  made  by  the  protest  was,  that  the  ground  was  non-mineral.  A 
hearing  was  had,  and  the  local  officers  recommended  that  the  protest 
be  dismissed.  They  concluded  that  the  preponderance  of  the  testimony 
seemed  to  favor  the  mineral  applicant,  and  on  appeal  your  office 
affirmed  their  judgment,  but  ordered  a  republication  of  the  application 
for  patent,  and  added:  "Under  the  republication  and  reposting,  adverse 
claims  may  be  filed  as  in  the  case  of  an  original  publication  and  posting 
of  the  notice."  This  judgment  became  final,  for  the  reason  that  there 
was  no  appeal.  The  case  finally  reached  the  Department  on  certiorari, 
and  your  office  judgment  was  affirmed  (see  cases  cited  above). 

In  conformity  with  the  order  of  your  office.  Waller  made  republica- 
tion, and  during  the  period  thereof  Snyder  filed  his  protest  and  adverse, 
and  within  the  statutory  period  instituted  suit  in  the  local  court.  Sub- 
sequently Waller  moved  the  local  office  to  dismiss  the  adverse  claim, 
for  the  reason  that: 

The  said  adverse  claim  being  based  on  a  mill-site  claim;  which  must  be  non-min- 
eral, for  the  reason  that  it  has  already  been  determined  by  this  Department  in  pro- 
ceedings between  the  parties  hereto  that  the  premises  herein  involved  are  mineral 
in  character  and  subject  to  entry  under  the  mineral  laws,  which  determination  is 
conclusive. 

The  local  officers  overruled  the  motion,  and  on  appeal  your  office 
affirmed  their  action,  whereupon  Waller  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assign- 
ing error  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  his  decision  herein  in  holding  that  the 
adverse  claimant,  Joseph  Snyder,  is  not  barred  and  estopped  from  asserting  his  mill- 
site  location  herein  by  the  former  decisions  of  this  Department  upon  the  protest 
heretofore  filed  in  Joseph  Snyder  v.  the  application  and  entry  of  Oscar  Waller  for 
the  Waller  No.  1  lode  claim,  lot  No.  722. 

(2)  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  his  said  decision  in  not  holding  that 
said  Snyder  by  his  general  appearance  in  said  protest  proceedings  did  not  waive  as 
to  himself  all  irregularity  or  lack  of  notice  connected  with  the  entry  of  said  lode 
claim  and  the  said  hearing. 
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(3)  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  his  said  decision  in  holding  that  said 
prior  decisions  of  this  Department  did  not  fix  and  determine  the  mineral  character 
of  the  land  embraced  in  said  Snyder's  mill-site  location,  and  that  such  determination 
was  not  and  is  not  conclusive  upon  him  in  this  proceeding. 

(4)  The  Honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  denying  Oscar  Waller's  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  protest  and  adverse  claim  of  said  Joseph  Snyder  filed  herein,  and  in  hold- 
ing that  if  the  judgment  heretofore  rendered  herein  is  conclusive  of  Snyder's  claim 
it  is  necessary  or  proper  that  this  appellant,  Waller's  claim,  should  be  determined  or 
settled  iu  the  adverse  suit  now  pending,  for  the  reaaon  that  if  said  former  judgment 
is  conclusive  of  Snyder's  claim,  then  Waller's  claim  should  be  determined  by  the 
Land  Department  ex  parte  according  to  the  usual  practice  in  ex  parte  cases. 

Section  2337  (Revised  Statutes)  provides  that  non-mineral  land  may 
be  patented  as  a  mill- site,  ^^sabject  to  the  same  preliminary  require- 
ments as  to  survey  and  notice  as  are  applicable  to  veins  or  lodes.'' 

It  appears  that  the  Rainy  Day  mill-site  was  "located"  in  1878,  but 
so  far  as  the  record  shows  no  attempt  has  ever  been  made  to  secure  a 
patent  for  the  same.  In  1889  the  Waller  lode  claim  was  located,  which 
conflicts  with  the  mill-site.  As  a  result  of  the  hearing  had,  it  was 
decided  that  the  land  was  mineral  in  character,  and  this  judgment 
became  final.  The  character  of  the  land  is  therefore  finally  settled  as 
mineral.  Hence,  it  follows  that  it  can  not  be  entered  as  a  mill-site. 
(Alta  Mill-site,  8  L.  D.,  195.) 

The  adverse  proceeding  contemplated  by  the  statute  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  right  of  possession  as  between  parties  claiming 
conflicting  mining  claims,  and  does  not,  in  my  judgment,  comprehend 
a  suit  in  the  courts  to  settle  the  question  as  to  the  character  of  the 
land.  That  subject  is  one  that  is  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  land  department,  and  any  judgment  of  a  court  on  this  question 
would  not  be,  necessarily,  binding  on  the  Department.  (Alice  Placer 
Mine,  4  L.  D.,  314;  Powell  v.  Ferguson,  23  L.  D.,  173.) 

Where  the  character  of  the  land  is  involved  to  the  extent  that  the 
determination  of  that  question  fixes  the  right  to  purchase  the  same,  it 
can  only  be  decided  by  the  executive  branch  of  the  government  which 
is  clothed  with  the  power  to  determine  the  question.  It  follows,  I  think, 
that  there  is  nothing  for  the  court  to  determine  under  the  adverse  that 
would  aid  the  Department  in  deciding  to  whom  the  patent  should  issue. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  motion  to  dismiss 
the  protest  and  adverse  is  sustained. 


COKTEST-OBDEB  OF  BISMISSAXi. 
LiMBOCEIEB  V.  STOVALL. 
A  contest  shoald  be  dismissed  if  not  diligently  prosecuted  to  trial  and  judgment. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  July  12, 
(W.  V,  D.)  1897.  (B.  B.,  Jr.) 

This  is  a  contest,  initiated  June  30, 1893,  by  Clarence  I.  Limbocker, 
against  the  homestead  entry  of  James  M.  Stovall,  made  April  30, 1889, 
for  the  SE.  J  of  section  17,  T.  6  N.,  K.  1  W.,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma, 
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land  district.  The  land  described  was  opened  to  settlement  at  noon  of 
April  22, 1889,  under  the  aet  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  1004).  Lim- 
bocker's  contest  affidavit  charged  that  Stovall  entered  upon  land  opened 
to  settlement  under  said  act  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  act  and  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  opening,  in  violation  of  said  act  and  the  proclamation 
of  the  President  thereunder  dated  March  23, 1889. 

This  contest,  together  with  a  prior  contest  of  one  Charles  N.  Oush- 
man  against  the  said  entry  on  the  same  ground,  having  been  dismissed 
by  the  local  office  for  want  of  prosecution,  under  general  instructions 
from  your  office  relative  to  numerous  contests  which  had  not  gone  to 
trial  and  were  apparently  lying  dormant  and  neglected,  was,  on  appeal 
by  Limbocker,  reinstated  by  your  office  decision  of  March  4, 1896,  on 
the  ground  that,  as  therein  stated,  the  local  office — 

erred  in  dismissiDg  Liinbocker's  contest  for  want  of  prosecution,  without  first  issuing 
a  notice  of  hearing  thereon  and  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  serve  it,  because  he 
could  not  otherwise  know  that  the  prior  contest  had  been  disposed  of. 

Hearing  was  thereupon  duly  ordered  by  the  local  office  on  Limbocker's 
contest  (Cushman's  having  been  disposed  of  by  the  dismissal  thereof 
and  his  failure  to  appeal)  for  May  13,  1895,  on  which  day,  on  plaintiff's 
motion,  the  case  was  continued  to  June  3, 1895.  The  contestant  failing 
to  appear  on  the  last  mentioned  date,  the  case  was  then,  on  motion  of 
contestee,  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution.  On  July  2nd,  following, 
contestant  filed  a  motion  to  reinstate  the  contest  on  the  ground,  in  sub- 
stance, that,  understanding  that  the  case  was  continued  to  June  4, 
1895,  he  made  no  effort  to  appear  on  the  day  preceding,  but  was  ready, 
however,  for  trial  on  either  of  those  days.  With  the  motion  there  was 
filed  affidavits  of  contestant  and  his  attorney  tending  to  show  that  they 
had  understood  that  June  4th,  and  not  June  3d,  1895,  was  the  day  set 
for  the  trial  of  the  case. 

On  July  18, 1895,  the  local  office  denied  the  said  motion  in  the  follow- 
ing language: 

The  within  application  to  set  aside  dismissal  is  denied.  Plfifs  counsel  was  before 
the  office  when  continuance  was  granted  and  knew  the  day  set. 

On  appeal  by  Limbocker  your  office,  on  December  10, 1895,  in  affirm- 
ing the  refusal  of  the  local  office  to  reinstate  the  contest,  said : 

It  is  very  evident  that  this  contest  has  not  been  diligently  prosecuted,  and  that 
Limbocker  has  very  tardily  taken  the  various  steps  by  which  he  has  sought  to  keep 
his  contest  alive.  Plaintiff  and  his  attorney  were  both  preseut  at  your  office  on  May 
13,  1895,  when  the  case  was,  at  their  request,  continued  to  June  3,  1895,  and  they 
therefore  have  no  valid  excuse  for  not  knowing  positively  when  the  case  would  come 
up  again  in  regular  order.  Besides  plaintiff's  attorney  was  advised  by  telegram  (in 
response  to  his  request),  on  the  very  day  of  the  dismissal,  that  such  action  had  been 
taken,  and  yet  he  did  not  ask  a  reinstatement  until  July  2,  1895. 

Contestant  now  duly  prosecutes  here  an  appeal  from  the  decision  last 
mentioned,  of  your  office,  contending  that  under  the  facts  shown  it  was 
error  on  the  part  of  your  office  not  to  have  directed  the  reinstatement 
of  his  contest. 
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Contestant's  motion  for  reinstatement  having  been  filed  within  thirty 
days  from  the  telegraphic  notice  (in  response  to  a  telegram  by  his 
attorney  asking  whether  the  case  wonld  be  heard  on  Jane  4, 1895)  he 
is  not  chargeable  with  negligence  in  respect  to  that  motion,  as  suggested 
in  your  office  decision  (Bule  43  of  Practice,  23  L.  D.,  699).  But,  having 
accepted  such  notice  and  acted  upon  it  in  time  by  appealing  to  your 
office,  it  is  now  too  late  to  raise,  for  the  first  time,  as  the  present  appeal 
seeks  to  do,  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  such  notice. 

As  suggested  by  the  decision  of  your  office,  the  charge  of  "sooner- 
ism"  made  by  Limbocker  against  the  validity  of  StovalPs  entry  has 
not  been  diligently  prosecuted.  More  than  four  years  after  entry  were 
allowed  to  elapse  before  this  contest,  based  upon  that  general  charge, 
was  initiated.  More  than  eight  years  have  passed  since  Stovall,  now 
over  sixty- four  years  of  age,  began  to  make  a  home  on  the  land  involved 
for  himself  and  his  family.  A  similar  charge  by  another  person,  as 
already  hereinbefore  indicated,  was  allowed  to  drop  without  trial. 
Such  cases  as  these,  where  the  party  who  files  the  contest  affidavit 
claims  no  right  to  the  land  superior  to  that  of  the  entryman,  but 
appears  to  charge  only  a  disqualification  and  secure  a  forfeiture,  must 
be  diligently  prosecuted  to  trial  and  judgment,  or  suffer  dismissal  for 
the  failure  so  to  do.  This  entryman  should  not  be  further  harassed  at 
this  late  day  by  a  tardy  contestant.  The  local  office  is  positive  that 
Limbocker's  counsel  knew  that  the  case  was  regularly  set  for  trial  on 
June  3, 1895.  As  both  said  counsel  and  his  client  were  present  w^hen 
the  continuance  to  that  date  was  granted,  at  their  request,  they  should 
have  known  with  certainty  the  day  on  which  they  were  required  to 
proceed  with  the  case. 

The  default  is  not  excusable.  The  motion  to  reinstate  the  case  was 
properly  denied  by  the  local  office,  and  your  office  decision  sustaining 
the  denial  is  hereby  affirmed. 


SWAMP  LAJa>S-TVAGON  BO  AD  GRANT-ESTOPPBL. 

State  op  Oregon  v.  Willamette  Valley  and  Oasoade  Mt. 

Wagon  Eoad  Co. 

The  State  by  securiog  title  to  lands  nnder  the  wagon  road  grant  of  July  5,  1866,  is 
estopped  from  subsequently  claiming  the  same  lands  under  the  prior  grant  of 
swamp  liiuds. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July  12^ 
(W.  Y.  D.)  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

The  appeal  filed  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Oregon  from  your  office 
decisions  of  January  9  and  10, 1896,  rejecting  the  claim  made  by  the 
State  on  account  of  its  swamp  land  grant  to  certain  described  tracts 
situated  within  the  Bums  and  The  Dalles  land  districts,  Oregon,  for 
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the  reason  that  the  tracts  claimed  had  either  been  certified  or  patented 
to  the  State  on  account  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  July  5, 1866 
(14  Stat.,  89),  for  the  benefit  of  the  Willamette  Valley  and  Cascade 
Mountain  Wagon  Eoad  Company,  has  been  considered. 

By  the  act  of  July  5, 1866  {supra)^  a  grant  was  made  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  a  certain  wagon  road  therein  described,  which  act  was 
duly  accepted  by  the  State,  and  by  act  of  its  legislature,  approved 
October  24, 1866,  was  conferred  upon  the  Willamette  Valley  and  Cas- 
cade Mountain  Wagon  Eoad  Company. 

The  tracts  here  involved  were  at  different  times  selected  on  account 
of  the  wagon  road  grant,  and,  as  before  stated,  all  of  the  lands  have 
either  been  certified  or  patented  on  account  of  said  wagon  road  grant. 

The  State  has  also  made  selection  of  the  lands,  claiming  that  tbey  bad 
passed  to  the  State  as  swamp  land  under  the  act  of  March  12, 1860  (12 
Stat.,  3),  which  was. prior  in  time  to  the  act  making  the  grant  to  the 
wagon  road  company. 

With  but  a  few  exceptions  the  lands  had  been  selected  and  approved 
on  account  of  the  wagon  road  grant  long  prior  to  the  assertion  of  any 
claim  on  account  of  the  swamp  grant. 

As  thus  presented  the  case  is  in  all  important  particulars  similar  to 
that  of  the  State  of  Iowa  v.  Cedar  Eapid's  and  Missouri  Eiver,  Dubuque 
and  Sioux  City,  and  Iowa  Falls  and  Sioux  City  Railroad  Companies, 
decided  August  24, 1876,  and  reported  in  volume  2  of  Copp's  Land 
Laws,  1882,  page  959.  There  the  lands  had  been  selected  and  approved 
on  account  of  acts  making  grants  to  the  State  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  certain  railroads,  which  grants  had  been  by  its  general  assembly 
conferred  upon  certain  railroad  companies.  After  the  certification  of 
the  lands  on  account  of  the  railroad  grants,  claim  was  made  that  the 
same  tracts  had  passed  to  the  State  under  the  swamp  grant,  which 
antedated  the  railroad  grant,  and  the  State  therefore  requested  that 
patents  should  issue  to  her  for  the  lands,  notwithstanding  the  certifi- 
cation on  account  of  the  railroad  grants. 

The  State's  claim  was  sustained  by  your  office,  whereupon  the  com- 
panies appealed,  urging  the  following  objections : 

First.  That  tbe  State  is  estopped  by  her  owo  acts  and  by  the  acts  of  her  author- 
ized agents  from  asserting  any  claim  to  the  lands  in  question. 

Second.  That  the  said  lands,  having  been  once  duly  certified  to  the  State  or  to  said 
companies  nnder  grants  made  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  certain  railroads,  have 
passed  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Department. 

In  considering  said  objections  the  Department,  in  said  decision  of 
August  24, 187G,  held  as  follows: 

After  the  lines  and  routes  of  the  several  railroads  mentioned  in  the  act  of  July  14, 
1856,  aforesaid,  became  definitely  fixed,  the  State,  through  her  duly  authorized  agent, 
procured  the  lands  inuring  to  said  grantj  including  the  lands  in  question,  to  be  cer- 
tified to  her,  and  then  transferred  them  to  the  companies  entitled  thereto  respectively. 

It  further  appears  that  the  State  by  act  of  her  general  assembly  authorized  the 
said  oompanies  to  make  such  iUsposition  of  said  lands,  by  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust, 
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as  might  by  them  be  deemed  proper,  in  order  to  secure  means  to  aid  in  the  constrnc- 
tion  of  said  roads,  and  that  they  were  mortgaged  for  that  purpose.  It  further 
appears  that  the  State  has  insisted  on  her  right  to  tax  said  lands  as  the  property  of 
the  respective  railroads  since  they  were  transferred  to  them,  for  State,  county,  and 
all  other  purposes,  which  taxes  the  companies  have  been  compelled  to  pay. 

In  view  of  the  facts  thus  appearing,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  objection  is  well 
taken.  A  State  may  be  estopped  by  her  own  acts,  or  the  acts  of  her  authorized 
agents.  (Commonwealth  v.  Andre,  3d  Pick,  224.  Branson  v.  Wirth,  17  Wall.,  42. 
Nieto  V,  Carpenter,  7  Cal.,  528.    Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  246.) 

Upon  the  question  raised  by  the  objection  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  rule  laid 
down  by  Secretary  Thompson  in  his  decision  of  February  8th,  1860,  that  "when  the 
Department  has  fully  executed  one  grant  its  officers  should  cease  all  action  under 
another  grant  of  the  same  land  to  the  same  grantee,"  should  be  followed  in  this  and 
all  similar  cases.  While  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that  the  Department  loses 
jurisdiction  to  act  in  every  case  where  lands  have  been  certified  or  patented,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  it  should  be  exercised  only  in  extreme  cases,  where  without  its 
exercise  the  party  entitled  to  the  land  would  be  remediless.  The  reason  for  this 
rule  is  clearly  stated  in  Ihe  decision  of  my  predecessor  in  the  case  of  Latimer  et  al. 
V.  the  B.  &  M.  Kiver  Railroad  Company.  (Copp's  Land  Laws,  page  403.)  "It  is  of 
the  utmost  importance  that  titles  given  by  the  Department  should  rest  on  a  firm 
and  substantial  basis,  that  they  should  be  accepted  and  recognized  as  final  ad^judi- 
cations  by  the  Department  of  the  rights  on  which  they  are  founded,  that  persons 
holding  these  should  be  secured  in  their  possession  and  the  public  geuerally  should 
have  confidence  in  their  stability.''  If  the  State  of  Iowa  had  any  rights  to  the  lands 
now  claimed  by  her  which  she  has  not  granted  or  forfeited  she  has  a  complete  remedy 
therefor  in  the  courts,  without  the  aid  of  this  Department. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  matter  T  agree  fully  with  the  con- 
clusions reached  in  said  opinion,  upon  which  it  appears  the  action 
taken  in  your  office  decisions  now  under  consideration  was  predicated* 

Said  decisions  are  therefore  accordingly  affirmed. 


OOSTS-CONTBST  INVOLVING  PRIORITY  OP  SETTLEMENT. 

Smith  v.  Oorbell. 

In  a  contest  arising  on  an  allegation  of  a  prior  settlement  right  the  costs  should  be 

assessed  under  Rule  55  of  Practice. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  12^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (C.  J.  G.) 

On  July  11, 1893,  Phillip  A.  Correll  made  homestead  entry  for  the  NE. 
i  of  NE.  J  section  16,  and  the  W.  J  of  NW.  i  and  the  NW.  i  of  S W.  i 
Sec.  15,  T.  10  S.,  E,  5  E.,  Oregon  City  land  district,  Oregon. 

On  the  same  date  Edwin  V.  Smith  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Oorrell's  entry,  so  far  as  it  covered  the  NW.  J  of  NW.  J  of  Sec. 
15,  alleging  priority  of  settlement. 

After  a  hearing  was  had  on  said  affidavit  of  contest  the  local  office 
rendered  decision  dismissing  Smith's  contest  and  holding  Oorrell's  entry 
intact    Smith  appealed  to  your  office,  where,  under  date  of  March  11, 
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1896,  the  said  decision  of  the  local  office  was  affirmed.  Your  said  office 
decision  concluded  as  follows: 

In  determining  who  should  pay  the  costs  in  this  proceeding,  it  appears  that  yen 
a<ljudged  that  Smith  should  pay  all  the  costs,  and  Smith  appeals  from  that  to  this 
office.  Smith  in  his  application  to  contest  CorreU's  entry  claims  that  he  was  the 
first  settler  on  said  land  and  that  he  claims  said  land  by  virtue  of  priority  of  settle- 
ment over  Correll.  He  is  not  claiming  a  preference  right  to  said  land,  and  rule  54 
does  not  apply.  Your  taxation  of  cost>s  is  set  aside,  and  yon  wiU  retaz  the  costs 
under  rule  55. 

Smith  appealed  to  this  Department  from  the  decision  of  yonr  office 
in  dismissing  his  contest,  and  Gorrell  appealed  from  the  above  order 
contained  in  the  same  decision  as  to  the  taxation  of  costs  under  rale 
55.  Both  appeals  were  transmitted  to  the  Department  under  date  of 
July  11, 1896. 

On  March  15, 1897,  the  Department  rendered  decision  wherein  the 
action  of  your  office  in  dismissing  Smith's  contest  and  holding  Oorrell's 
entry  intact  was  affirmed. 

Smith  now  files  what  purports  to  be  an  application  for  certiorari; 
that  is, 

for  an  order  directing  your  office  to  defer  and  to  withhold  all  and  furthei  action  on 
the  departmental  decision  in  the  foregoing  case^  dated  March  15,  1897,  until  the 
motion  and  the  case  as  above  entitled,  involving  the  question  of  taxing  the  costs 
herein  under  rule  55,  now  pending  before  the  Secretary  on  appeal  by  the  contestee 
herein  from  that  portion  of  your  office  decision  of  March  11«  1896;  may  be  determined 
and  complied  with. 

It  is  contended  by  the  applicant  that 

to  allow  the  contestee  to  make  tinal  entry  upon  the  proof  already  submitted  and 
now  pending  before  the  local  office,  waiting  the  determination  of  the  right  of  entry 
herein,  would,  in  the  event  of  the  Secretary  affirming  the  ConmiisBioner's  decision  of 
March  11,  1896,  taxing  costs  under  Eule  No.  55,  place  the  contestee  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  office,  and  thus  defeat  the  relief  asked  for. 

The  Department  in  its  decision  of  March  15, 1897,  failed  to  pass  upon 
that  feature  of  the  case  having  reference  to  the  taxation  of  costs, 
although  duly  considered  in  your  said  office  decision,  and  raised  on 
appeal  to  this  Department.  In  view  of  this  fact  the  said  application 
may  very  properly  be  treated  as  a  motion  for  review,  and  the  decision 
thereon  as  supplemental  to  the  decision  already  rendered  and  promul- 
gated. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  question  raised  as  to  the  proper 
taxation  of  costs  in  these  proceedings,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order 
of  your  office  was  correct,  and  is  accordingly  hereby  affirmed. 

This  decision  by  the  Department  will  constitute  authority  to  your 
office  to  demand  compliance  with  the  order  contained  in  your  office 
decision  of  March  11, 1896,  as  to  the  taxation  of  costs  under  Bule  65, 
before  finally  passing  the  land  in  controversy  to  patent. 
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OONTEST-CONTTRMATION-SECTION  7,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1891. 

I^YMAN  V.  Johnson. 

A  contest  against  a  pre-emption  entry,  aa  to  part  of  the  land  covered  thereby,  on 
the  ground  of  a  settlement  right,  and  failure  on  the  part  of  the  pre-emptor  to 
comply  with  law,  is  barred  under  the  proviso  to  section  7^  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
if,  after  the  lapse  of  two  years  from  the  issuance  of  final  receipt,  there  is  pend- 
ing no  contest  or  protest  involving  the  land  in  question. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  12^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (0.  J.  \^r.) 

On  August  15, 1892,  Thomas  Johnson  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement,  No.  7778,  for  the  E.  J  of  the  SE.  \  and  SE.  J  NE.  \  of  Sec.  5, 
and  KE.  J  NE.  J  of  ^ec.  8,  T.  6  N.,  li.  8  W.,  Oregon  City,  Oregon,  alleg- 
ing settlement  Ifovember  14,  1889.  September  19,  1892,  John  Rian 
filed  declaratory  statement.  No.  7802,  for  lot  1  and  SE.  \  NE.  \  of  Sec. 
5,  and  lots  3  and  4,  in  said  township,  alleging  settlement  January  9, 
1888,  and  January  19, 1893,  he  transmuted  his  declaratory  statement 
to  homestead  entry  No.  10495. 

On  March  18, 1893,  Johnson  oflFered  final  proof,  but  did  not  cite  Rian 
specially,  and  final  cash  certificate.  No.  5947  issued  to  him,  including 
the  SE.  J  NE.  \  Sec.  5,  which  was  also  embraced  in  Elan's  filing.  John- 
son's final  receipt  and  certificate  bears  date  March  22, 1893. 

On  July  27, 1894,  Eian  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  In  substance 
prior  settlement  on  the  land  in  controversy.  A  hearing  w^as  ordered, 
and  the  local  ofiicers  found  from  the  proof  that  Eian  made  his  settle- 
ment in  advance  of  Johnson  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  John- 
son's entry  as  to  the  SE.  \  of  NE.  \  of  Sec.  5,  and  from  this  decision 
Johnson  did  not  appeal  and  it  became  final. 

On  September  26,  1896,  Joseph  Nyman  filed  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  cash  entry,  alleging  settlement  on  the  E.  \  of  the  SE.  ^  of 
Sec,  5  and  NE.  J  of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  8,  T.  6  N.,  R.  8  W.,  and  that  John- 
son did  not  reside  upon,  cultivate  or  improve  said  land  as  required  by 
law,  and  praying  that  he  be  allowed  to  prove  his  allegations. 

The  local  officers  forwarded  said  affidavit  to  your  office,  and  the 
same  was  on  the  10th  of  December,  1896,  considered,  and  the  contest 
dismissed.  From  this  decision  Nyman  has  appealed  to  the  Depart- 
ment.   It  is  alleged — 

1st.  That  it  was  error  to  hold  that  there  was  no  pending  contest  against  the 
validity  of  Johnson's  entry  within  two  years  after  such  entry. 

2d.  That  it  was  error  to  hold  that  Nyman's  contest  was  barred  by  the  proviso  to 
section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.;  1095). 

Said  proviso  is  as  follows — 

Provided,  That  after  the  lapse  of  two  years  tronx  the  date  of  the  issnance  of  the 
receiver's  receipt  upon  the  final  entry  of  any  tract  of  land  under  the  homestead,  tim- 
ber culture,  desert  land,  or  preemption  laws,  or  under  this  act,  and  where  there  shall 
be  no  pending  contest  or  protest  against  the  validity  of  such  entry,  the  entryman 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO  THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  15 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  conveying  the  land  by  him  entered  and  the  same  Aall 
be  issued  to  him,  but  this  proviso  shall  not  be  constraed  to  require  the  delay  of  two 
years  from  the  date  of  said  entry  before  the  issuing  of  a  patent  therefor. 

Your  office  properly  held  that  at  the  end  of  two  years  from  the  date 
of  the  issaance  of  the  receiver's  final  receipt,  there  was  no  contest  or 
protest  pending  against  the  entry  of  Johnson  touching  the  land  to 
which  Nyman  now  lays  claim,  and  that  his  contest  was  barred  by  the 
proviso  aforesaid. 

Johnson  was  not  bound  to  live  on  the  land  after  he  submitted  final 
proof  and  paid  the  purchase  money;  Nyman's  alleged  settlement  after 
final  cash  entry  of  Johnson  appears  to  be  an  act  of  trespass  rather  than 
one  of  rightful  settlement. 

Your  office^ecision  dismissing  Nyman's  contest  is  affirmed. 


SUGAB  LOAF  KESEBVOIR  SITE-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1897. 

instetjctions. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General,  Land  Office, 
Washington,  2).  (7.,  July  14, 1897, 
Register  and  Beceiyer,  Leadville,  Colo. 

Sirs:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Congress 
approved  March  2, 1807,  entitled :  ^^An  act  to  vacate  Sugar  Loaf  Reser- 
voir site  in  Colorado  and  to  restore  the  lands  contained  in  the  same  to 
entry,"  (29  Stat.  603),  you  are  hereby  instructed  to  dispose  of  the  lands 
involved  at  public  auction  at  your  office  after  thirty  days  notice  by 
advertisement  at  a  price  not  less  than  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per 
acre. 

To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  act  (the  use  of  the  lands  for  a  reser- 
voir site),  it  will  be  necessary  to  offer  all  the  lands  in  a  single  lot,  and 
under  the  conditions  prescribed  in  the  notice,  a  draft  of  which  is 
enclosed  herewith,  in  which  you  will  insert  some  hour  convenient  for 
the  sale. 

The  notice  is  to  be  published  once  a  week  for  thirty  days  in  some 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  your  district  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  lands,  the  first  publication  to  be  in  the  last  week  of  July.  A  copy 
of  the  published  notice  shall  be  posted  in  your  office  for  at  least  30  days 
prior  to  the  date  of  sale. 

On  the  day  and  at  the  hour  named  you  will  offer  the  lands  in  a 
single  block,  to  the  highest  bidder  at  a  price  not  less  than  two  dollars 
and  fifty  cents  per  acre,  the  purchase  money  to  be  paid  immediately 
upon  the  acceptance  of  the  bid.  In  the  event  that  any  bidder  fails  to 
pay  the  amount  of  his  bid,  you  will  re-offer  the  lands,  and  will  not 
again  recognize  him  as  a  bidder  during  the  continuance  of  the  sale. 
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Yon  will  so  condact  the  sale  as  to  secure  fair  dealing  and  the  best 
price  obtainable  for  the  lands. 

Upon  the  payment  of  the  amonnt  of  the  bid,  you  will  issue  certifi- 
cate and  receipt  similar  in  form  to  the  ordinary  cash  certificates  and 
receipts.  You  will  give  them  current  numbers  and  date,  modifying 
them  to  suit  the  case,  and  changing  the  last  paragraph  of  the  cer- 
tificate so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

^^Kow  therefore  be  it  known,  that  on  the  presentation  of  this  certifi- 
cate to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  the  submis- 
sion, within  three  years  from  the  date  of  this  certificate,  of  satisfactory 
proof  of  his  title  to  the  lands  in  said  reservoir  heretofore  disposed 
of  by  the  Government,  and  of  the  construction  of  the  reservoir  and  the 
storage  of  water  therein  for  increasing  the  flow  of  the  Arkansas  Biver, 

as  contemplated  by  the  Act  of  March  2, 1897,  the  said 

shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  patent  for  the  tracts  above  described, 
subject  to  the  conditions  prescribed  in  the  notice  under  which  this  sale 
was  made.''  You  will  write  on  the  margin  of  the  certificate  "Public 
sale  of  lands  in  Sugar  Loaf  lieservoir  Site  under  Act  of  March  2, 
1897,"  and  will  report  the  sale  on  your  regular  cash  abstracts,  writing 
opposite  the  item  the  same  statement.  You  will  also  make  report 
thereof  on  your  regular  quarterly  returns. 

The  sale  concluded  you  will  make  special  report  of  your  proceedings 
to  this  office.  In  accounting  for  disbursements  the  receiver  will  include 
disbursements  made  on  account  of  said  sale  in  his  regular  disbursing 
accounts  accampanied  by  proper  vouchers.  You  will  also  transmit  to 
this  office  a  copy  of  the  paper  containing  the  first  publication  of  the 
notice,  for  its  information. 

Your  attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  in  the  list  of  lands  in  the 
notice  are  included  the  E.  J  l^E.  J,  NW.  J  1^.  i  and  Lot  11,  Sec.  19, 
T.  9  S.,  E.  80  W.  (i.  e.  the  fractional  'SE.  J).  By  your  letter  of  June  23, 
1897,  you  report  that  you  had  notified  two  parties  who  had  filed 
declaratory  statements  for  the  KE.  |  that  they  would  be  allowed  60 
days  to  show  cause  why  they  have  not  completed  their  filings,  in 
default  of  which  the  filings  would  be  canceled,  in  accordance  with  the 
instructions  of  office  letter  of  June  19, 1897.  Should  either  of  the  par- 
ties take  any  action  within  the  time  allowed,  that  is,  up  to  and  includ- 
ing Sept.  1, 1897  you  will  omit  the  said  tracts  from  the  lands  sold. 
But  if  no  action  be  taken  by  either  of  the  parties  within  that  time,  you 
will  include  the  said  tracts  in  the  list  of  lands  sold. 

You  will  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  this  letter. 
Very  respectfully, 

BlNGEB  HEBMAim, 

Oommisaioner. 
Approved  July  13, 1897. 

0.  K  Bliss,  Secretary, 
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SWAMP  GRANT— INDIAN  OCCTTPANCT- AI.X.OTMENT. 

Stookbbidge  and  Munsbe  Indians  v.  State  of  Wisconsin. 

The  fee  to  swamp  lands  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  embraced  within  the  right  of 
Indian  occupancy  provided  for  by  the  treaty  of  October  18,  1848;  passed  to  the 
State  by  the  subsequent  swamp  grant;  but  the  right  of  possession  under  said 
grant  remained  in  abeyance  until  such  time  as  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy 
should  be  surrendered,  or  otherwise  ended  by  the  United  States. 

When  by  the  subsequent  treaty  of  February  11, 1856,  the  Indians,  so  protected,  ceded 
to  the  United  States  certain  lands  embraced  within  their  right  of  occupancy, 
such  relinquishment,  as  to  the  lands  covered  thereby,  though  for  the  expressed 
purpose  of  locating  the  Stockbridge  and  Munsee  Indians  and  other  Indians 
thereon,  operated  to  remove  the  only  obstacle  to  the  merger  of  the  right  of 
possession  with  the  fee  that  passed  under  the  swamp  grant,  and  entitled  the 
State  to  receive  patents  under  said  grant. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1893,  providing  for  the  issuance  of  patents  to  the  Stockbridge 
and  Munsee  Indians  under  allotments  selected  in  accordance  with  the  treaty  of 
of  1856,  where  said  Indians  had  remained  in  possession  under  said  allotments, 
did  not  contemplate  the  issuance  of  patents  for  lands  that  had  prior  thereto 
passed  to  the  State  under  the  swamp  grant. 

Assistant  Attomey-Oeneral  Van  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior j 

July  12, 1897.  (W.  0.  P.) 

In  re8i)onse  to  yonr  reqaest  for  an  opinion  as  to  the  proper  course  to 
procure  a  relinquishment  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  of  certain  lands 
allotted  to  Stockbridge  ludians  and  the  cancellation  of  patents  issued 
to  said  State  therefor  in  1865, 1  would  submit  the  following: 

By  letter  of  February  20, 1897,  this  Department  directed  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office  to  issue  patents  to  certain  Indians 
of  the  Stockbridge  and  Munsee  tribes  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
schedule  of  allotments  transmitted  therewith.  On  March  22, 1897,  the 
Commissioner  of  the  Greueral  Land  Office  reported  that  certain  of  the 
tracts  embraced  in  said  schedule,  the  SE.  ^  of  the  NE.  \  and  the  E.  ^ 
of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  25,  T.  28  1^.,  E.  14  E.,  had  been  conveyed  to  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  as  swamp  lands  by  patent  dated  November  13, 1865. 
He  further  stated  that  this  fact  was  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
Department  on  April  5, 1866,  and  that  his  office  was  by  departmental 
letter  of  April  23, 1866,  notified  that  the  State  declined  to  surrender 
the  patent  for  said  tracts.  He  referred  to  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  Weeks  v.  Bridgman  (169  U.  S.,  541)  and  the  ruling  of  this 
Department  holding  that  an  erroneous  certification  of  lands  is  null  and 
void  and  constitutes  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  issuance  of  patent,  and 
submitted  the  following: 

I  have  to  ask  whether  under  said  decisions  patents  cannot  he  issued  to  the  Indians 
for  the  lands  erroneously  patented  to  the  State  as  aforesaid. 

This  letter  was  referred  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  for 
consideration  and  report,  who  as  to  those  tracts  suggests: 

That  inasmuch  as  the  patent  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  issued  in  1865  was  erro- 
neously issued,  and  as  the  Indians  are  entitled  under  their  treaty  to  take  the  lands 
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on  which  they  have  located  in  allotment  it  would  seem  that  the  government  is  nnder 
some  obligation  to  deliver  to  the  Indian  a  fee  simple  patent,  free  of  any  clond  or 
incnmbrance  whatever,  and  that  the  State  should  again  be  requested  to  relinquish, 
or  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  suit,  if  it  should  refuse. 

Thereupon  the  matter  was  referred  to  me  for  au  opinion,  as  before 
stated: 

By  a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  various  tribes  of 
Indians,  made  August  18, 1825  (7  Stat.,  272),  the  boundaries  of  the 
lands  to  be  occupied  by  the  several  tribes  were  agreed  upon,  and  the 
land  here  in  question  fell  within  the  boundaries  of  the  tract  assigned  to 
the  Menominee  Indians.  By  the  treaty  of  February  8,  1831  (7  Stat., 
342),  between  the  United  States  and  said  Menominee  Indians  certain 
tracts  were  ceded  to  the  United  States,  but  the  tracts  involved  here  fell 
within  the  boundaries  of  a  larger  tract,  which  it  was  agreed,  "shall  be 
set  apart  and  designated  as  their  home." 

By  the  treaty  of  October  18, 1848  (9  Stat.,  952),  said  Indians  ceded 
all  their  lands  in  Wisconsin  to  the  United  States,  the  second  article 
thereof  reading  as  follows: 

The  said  Menomiuee  tribe  of  Indians  agree  to  cede,  and  do  hereby  cede,  sell,  and 
relinquish  to  the  United  States  all  their  lands  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  wherever 
situated. 

In  exchange  therefor  the  Indians  were  given  certain  lands  west  of 
the  Mississippi  river  for  a  home,  but  it  was  further  provided  by  Article 
VIII.  as  follows: 

It  is  agreed  that  the  said  Indians  shall  be  permitted,  if  they  desire  to  do  so,  to 
remain  on  the  lands  hereby  ceded  for  and  during  the  period  of  two  years  from  the 
date  hereof,  and  until  the  President  shall  notify  them  that  the  same  are  wanted. 

It  seems  that  the  Indians  were  not  removed,  but  continued  to  occupy 
as  before  the  lands  thus  ceded  to  the  United  States,  and  that  this  con- 
dition of  affairs  existed  at  the  date  of  the  act  of  September  28, 1850 
(9  Stat.,  519),  granting  the  swamp  lands  to  the  several  states. 

On  May  12, 1854,  another  treaty  was  entered  into  with  these  Indians 
(10  Stat.,  1064),  by  which  they  ceded  to  the  United  States  all  the  lands 
assigned  to  them  under  said  treaty  of  October  18, 1848,  and  the  United 
States  agreed  to  give  *^to  said  Indians  for  a  home  to  be  held  as  Indian 
lauds  are  held  ",  townships  28,  29  and  30  of  ranges  13, 14, 15,  and  16, 
the  lands  in  question  being  situated  in  one  of  said  townships.  In  the 
preamble  to  this  treaty  after  a  recitation  of  the  pertinent  provisions  of 
the  former  treaty,  the  following  language,  showing  the  reasons  for  and 
objects  of  said  latter  treaty,  is  used: 

And  whereas,  upon  manifestation  of  great  unwillingness  on  the  part  of  said 
Indians  to  remove  to  the  country  west  of  the  Mississippi  River,  upon  Crow  Wing, 
which  has  been  assigned  to  them,  and  a  desire  to  remain  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin, 
the  President  consented  to  their  locating  temporarily  upon  the  Wolf  and  Oconto 
Rivers 

Now,  therefore,  to  render  practicable  the  stipulated  payments  herein  recited,  and 
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to  make  exchange  of  the  lands  giren  west  of  the  Mi88iB8ippi  for  those  desired  by 
the  tribe,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  them  the  same  for  a  permanent  home  these 
articles  are  entered  into. 

The  first  connection  of  the  Stockbridge  and  Mnnsee  Indians  with 
these  hinds  is  found  in  the  treaty  of  February  5, 1856  (11  Stat.,  663) 
by  which  said  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  all  their  lands  at 
Stockbridge  in  Wisconsin  and  their  lands  in  Minnesota,  iu  considera- 
tion of  which  cession  the  United  States  agreed 

to  select  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  to  give  them  a  tract  of  land  in  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  near  the  southern  boundary  of  the  Menominee  reservation,  of  sufficient 
extent  to  provide  for  each  head  of  a  family  and  others  lots  of  lands  of  eighty  and 
forty  acres  as  hereinafter  provided. 

By  the  treaty  of  February  11, 1856  (11  Stat,  679)  the  Menominee 
Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  a  ^^  tract  of  land,  not  to  exceed  two 
townships  in  extent,  to  be  selected  in  the  western  part  of  their  present 
reservation  on  its  south  line,"  for  the  purpose  of  locating  thereon  the 
Stockbridge  and  Munsee  Indians. 

Under  the  provisions  of  these  treaties  townships  28  of  ranges  13  and 
14  were  selected  for  the  purposes  indicated  therein,  and  the  majority  of 
said  Indians  were  removed  to  this  land.  Afterwards,  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 6, 1871  (16  Stat.,  404)  directed  the  appraisal  and  sale  of  said  two 
townships,  with  a  provision  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
reserve  from  sale  a  quantity  of  said  land  not  exceeding  eighteen  con- 
tiguous sections  for  allotment  to  the  '^Indian  party"  of  said  tribe.  It 
seems  that  portions  of  said  two  townships  of  land  were  sold  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  and  that  some  allotments  were  made  there- 
under, but  on  account  of  dissensions  existing  among  the  Indians  and 
dissatisfaction  with  the  enrollment  made  under  said  act,  further  legis- 
lation seemed  necessary.  Accordingly,  the  act  of  March  3, 1893  (27 
Stat.,  744)  was  passed  which  directed  an  enrollment  of  said  tribe  to  be 
made  and  declared  all  members  thereof  who  entered  into  possession 
of  allotments  under  the  treaty  of  1856,  or  the  act  of  1871,  and  had 
remained  in  possession  thereof  "to  be  owners  of  such  lauds  in  fee 
simple  in  severalty,  and  the  government  shall  issue  patents  to  them 
therefor." 

Under  this  act  an  enrollment  of  said  Indians  was  made  and  the 
schedule  of  allotments  in  question  was  prepared  and  approved. 

This  recital  of  the  treaties  and  acts  of  Congress  affecting  these  lands 
gives  a  history  of  the  Indians'  claim  thereto.  The  claim  of  the  State 
is  asserted  under  the  grant  of  September  28, 1850,  which  was  of  the 
swamp  and  overflowed  lands  "  which  shall  remain  unsold  at  the  pas- 
sage of  this  act,"  and  has  been  construed  by  this  Department  and  the 
courts  as  a  grant  in  prassenti,  operating  to  vest  in  the  grantee  State 
the  title  to  all  such  land  as  of  the  date  thereof.  There  is  no  intimation 
that  these  tracts  were  not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  grant- 
ing act  and  the  only  question  is  as  to  whether  the  occupancy  thereof 
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by  the  Indians  under  the  permission  given  by  the  treaty  of  1848  was 
sufficient  to  except  these  from  the  grant. 

It  was  held  in  State  of  Michigan  (8  L.  D.,  308),  that  lands  of  the 
character  granted,  but  covered  at  the  date  of  the  swamp  land  grant  by 
a  temporary  reservation,  passed  under  said  grant  subject  only  to  the 
use  contemplated  by  the  reservation.  In  Callanan  et  al,  v.  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company  (10  L.  D.,  285)  it  was  held 
that  the  fee  of  swamp  lands  occupied  by  the  Indians  at  the  date  of  the 
grant  passed  thereunder,  and  that  the  right  of  possession  attached 
itself  to  the  fee  at  once  upon  the  extinguishment  of  the  Indian  right  of 
occupancy.  In  botl^  these  cases  reference  was  made  to  the  case  of 
Beecher  v,  Wetherby  (95  U.  S.,  517),  which  arose  under  the  grant  of 
lands  for  school  purposes,  and  it  was  said  that  the  swamp  land  grant 
should  receive  the  same  construction  upon  this  point  as  was  there 
given  to  the  school  grant. 

The  land  involved  in  Beecher  v.  Wetherby  was  section  16  in  the  same 
township  in  which  the  lands  here  in  question  are  situated.  It  was 
there  held  that  the  laud  passed  to  the  State  subject  to  the  right  of 
Indian  occupancy,  it  being  said : 

The  grantee,  it  is  true,  wonld  take  only  the  naked  fee,  and  could  not  disturb  tlie 
occupancy  of  the  Indians;  that  occupancy  could  only  be  interfered  with  or  deter- 
mined by  the  United  States. 

The  tract  involved  there  had  been  sold  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  February  6, 1871,  supra,  whereby  all  rights  therein  in  the  Indians 
had  been  determined.  The  controversy  there  was  between  a  claimant 
under  patents  from  the  State  and  a  claimant  under  patents  direct  from 
the  United  States  by  virtue  of  the  sale  under  said  act  of  1871.  No 
interest  of  any  Indian,  or  of  any  one  claiming  under  or  through  an 
Indian  was  involved  in  that  case.  So  in  the  departmental  decision 
cited  above  the  occupancy  right  of  the  Indians  had  been  extinguished. 

A  similar  question  arose  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Thomas  (151 
U.  S.,  577),  where  it  was  charged  that  a  crime  had  been  committed 
within  the  limits  of  the  La  Court  Oreilles  Indian  reservation  in  Wis- 
consin, but  upon  section  sixteen.  It  was  contended  that  section  16  in 
every  township  in  Wisconsin  was  ceded  to  the  State  for  school  pur- 
poses and  could  not  therefore  be  subsequently  taken  by  the  United 
States  and  set  off  as  a  part  of  an  Indian  reservation.  By  a  treaty 
made  in  1842  the  Chippewa  Indians  were  given  a  right  of  occupancy  to 
a  large  tract  of  land  in  Wisconsin  and  in  1854,  by  treaty,  relinquished 
their  claim  to  this  large  tract,  separate  smaller  reservations  being  pro- 
vided for  the  several  tribes,  among  them,  that  of  La  Court  Oreilles. 
In  spejiking  of  the  rights  of  the  Indians  and  referring  specifically  to 
the  treaty  of  1854,  the  court  used  the  following  language: 

The  treaty  did  not  operate  to  defeat  the  prior  right  of  occupancy  to  that  particular 
section^but,  by  including  it  in  the  new  reservations,  made  as  a  condition  of  the 
cession  of  large  tracts  of  land  in  Wisconsin,  continued  it  in  force.    The  State  of 
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Wisconsin,  therefore,  had  no  snch  control  over  that  section  or  right  to  it  as  would 
prevent  its  being  set  apart  by  the  United  States,  with  the  consent  of  the  Indians,  as 
a  part  of  their  permanent  reservation.  So,  by  authority  of  their  original  rights  of 
occupancy,  as  well  as  by  the  fact  that  the  section  is  included  in  the  tract  set  aside 
as  a  portion  of  the  permanent  reservation  in  consideration  of  the  cession  of  lands, 
the  title  never  vested  in  the  Stat<),  except  as  subordinate  to  that  right  of  occupancy 
of  the  Indians. 

In  State  of  Wisconsin  (19  L.  D.,  518)  a  question  arose  as  to  whether 
selections  of  the  State  under  the  swamp  land  grant  of  tracts  in  the 
occupancy  of  the  Indians  should  be  approved.  This  involved  the 
treaties  with  the  Chippewa  Indians  of  1842  and  1854  mentioned  by  the 
supreme  court  in  United  States  v.  Thomas,  supra,  and  the  Department, 
after  again  ascertaining  that  the  school-grant  and  the  swamp  land 
grant  are  similar  in  character  so  far  as  the  passing  of  title  is  concerned, 
and  that  the  same  reasoning  applies  in  cases  under  the  former  as  under 
the  latter  grant,  and  referring  specifically  to  United  St^ites  v.  Thomas, 
used  the  following  language: 

It  is  therefore  directly  in  point  and  is  authority  for  saying  that  by  the  grant  of 
1850  the  State  of  Wisconsin  acquired  the  title  to  the  swamp  lands  in  the  Lao  de 
Flam  bean  reservation,  subject  to  the  right  of  Indian  occupation,  the  mere  naked  fee, 
without  the  right  to  occupy  until  the  Indian  right  shall  have  been  extinguished. 
But  instead  of  any  action  looking  to  the  extinguishment  of  Indian  right  of  occu- 
pancy, it  has  been  made  more  certain  and  stable  by  the  treaty  of  1854,  providing  for 
the  establishment  of  a  permanent  and  specific  reservation.  The  Lao  de  Flambeau 
reservation  being  such,  nothing  should  be  done  which  would  tend  to  disturb  or  cloud 
that  right  while  it  exists  or  which  might  appear  to  evidence  a  greater  right  in  the 
State  than  it  really  has  or  can  get  at  the  present  time. 

The  only  conclusion  to  be  deduced  from  these  authorities  is  that  the 
State  took  the  fee  to  this  land  at  the  date  of  the  grant  of  September  28, 
1850,  but  that  its  right  to  possession  was  held  in  abeyance  until  such 
time  as  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy  should  be  surrendered  by  them 
or  otherwise  ended  by  the  United  States. 

The  suggestion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  that  in  case 
the  State  still  refuses  to  reconvey  said  land  legal  procedure  be  resorted 
to  for  the  cancellation  of  the  patent,  does  not  seem  feasible,  in  view  of 
the  legislation  contained  in  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1093) 
amending  section  8  of  another  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095) 
which  provides,  among  other  things,  as  follows: 

That  suits  by  the  United  States  to  vacate  and  annul  any  patent  heretofore  issued 
shall  only  be  brought  within  five  years  from  the  passage  of  this  act,  and  suits  to 
vacate  and  annul  patents  hereafter  issued  shaU  only  be  brought  within  six  years 
after  the  date  of  the  issuance  of  such  patents. 

The  limitation  fixed  by  said  act  expired  as  to  this  patent  more  than 
one  year  ago,  and  hence  a  suit  by  the  United  States  for  its  annulment 
would  not  be  entertained. 

The  form  in  which  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
submitted  his  question  as  hereinbefore  quoted  indicates  that  he  is 
inclined  to  the  opinion  that  tlie  rule  announced  by  the  supreme  court 
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in  Weeks  v.  Bridgn^^an  (159  IT.  S.,  541)  as  to  the  effect  of  an  erroneous 
certification  of  lands  by  this  Department  would  apply  with  equal  force 
in  case  of  a  patent  erroneously  issued.  The  conclusion  of  the  court  in 
that  case  rested  largely,  if  not  wholly,  upon  the  express  provision  of 
the  act  of  August  3, 1854  (10  Stat.,  346)  under  which  the  certification 
there  in  question  was  issued,  that — 

where  lands  embraced  in  such  lists  are  not  of  the  character  embraced  by  such  acts 
of  Congress,  and  are  not  intended  to  be  granted  thereby,  said  lists,  so  far  as  these 
lands  are  coucemed,  shall  be  perfectly  null  and  void,  and  no  right,  title,  claim,  or 
interest  shall  be  conveyed  thereby. 

There  may  be  cases  where  a  patent  might  be  treated  by  tbis  Depart- 
ment as  absolutely  without  effect,  because  issued  without  authority  or 
in  direct  violation  of  law.  In  Burfenning  v.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minne- 
apolis and  Omaha  Ry.  Co  (163  U.  S.,  321),  the  court,  after  stating  the 
rule  that  in  the  administration  of  the  public  land  system  questions  of 
fact  are  lor  the  consideration  of  this  Department  and  that  its  judgment 
thereon  is  final,  uses  the  following  language: 

Bat  it  is  also  eqnally  true  that  when  by  act  of  Congress  a  tract  of  land  has  been 
reserved  from  homestead  and  pre-emption,  or  dedicated  to  any  special  pnrpose,  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Land  Department  in  defiance  of  snch  reservation  or  dedication, 
although  culminating  in  a  patent  transfer  no  title,  and  may  be  challenged  in  an 
action  at  law.  In  other  words  the  action  of  the  Land  Department  cannot  override 
the  expressed  will  of  Congress,  or  convey  away  public  lands  in  disregard  or  defiance 
thereof. 

The  proposition  that  this  Department  may  ignore  the  patents  as  void, 
or  the  other  proposition  that  it  may  interfere  in  any  way  to  dispute  the 
right  of  the  State  thereto  must  rest  upon  the  theory  that  the  right  of 
the  State  to  a  patent  had  not  attached,  and  this  because  of  the  right 
of  occupancy  by  the  Indians  existing  at  the  date  of  the  grant  of  1850, 
and  continuing  up  to  the  date  of  the  patents.  The  only  right  the  Indi- 
ans had  at  the  date  of  said  grant  was  that  of  the  Menominee  tribe  to 
remain  on  said  lands  temporarily  given  them  by  the  treaty  of  1848. 

By  joint  resolution  of  February  1, 1853  (Gen.  Laws  of  Wis.,  1853,  p. 
110),  the  assent  of  the  St«te  was  given  "to  the  Menominee  nation  of 
Indians  to  remain  on  the  tract  of  land  set  apart  for  them  by  the  Pres- 
ident of  the  United  States,  on  the  Wolf  and  Oconto  rivers,  and  upon 
which  they  now  reside,  the  same  being  within  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
aforesaid  and  described  as  fbllows,  to  wit:  "Commencing  at  the  south- 
east corner  of  township  28  north,  range  19,  running  thence  west  thirty 
miles,  thence  north  eighteen  miles,  thence  east  thirty  miles,  thence 
south  eighteen  miles  to  the  place  of  beginning,'' 

This  action  by  the  State  removed  all  doubt  as  to  the  right  of  the 
Menominee  Indians  to  remain  upon  said  lands,  but  cannot  properly  be 
construed  as  a  relinquishment  by  the  State  of  the  fee  to  the  swamp 
lands  within  the  boundaries  described. 

The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  Beecher  v.  Wetherby,  suprcL^  is 
authority  for  this  conclusion,  it  being  there  held  that  the  fee  to  school 
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lauds  remaioed  in  the  State  after  the  date  of  this  resolution,  and  that 
the  United  States  had  no  authority  to  make  other  disposition  thereof 
These  lands  being  encumbered  by  law  with  the  right  of  occupancy  by 
the  Indians,  the  resolution  would  have  no  greater  effect  than  to  formally 
witness  the  recognition  by  the  State  of  this  right.  It  cannot  be  taken 
as  evincing  a  willingness  upon  the  State's  part,  that  the  lands  should 
be  dedicated  permanently  or  even  temporarily  to  any  other  purpose 
than  that  mentioned — the  occupancy  of  the  Menominee  nation  of 
Indians.  It  did  not  express  a  consent  that  this  right  of  occupancy 
might  be  transferred  to  any  other  nation  or  tribe  of  Indians. 

Afterwards  the  Menominee  Indians,  by  treaty  of  February  11, 1856 
(11  Stat.,  679)  ceded  to  the  United  States  a  tract  of  land,  to  be  after- 
wards selected,  which  tract  when  selected,  included  within  its  bounda- 
ries the  lands  here  in  question.  The  Indians  could  convey  no  greater 
or  better  interest  than  they  had,  which  was  only  the  right  of  occupancy, 
the  fee  being  in  the  State.  It  is  true  this  relinquishment  of  their 
claim  was  coupled  with  the  statement  that  it  was  made 

for  the  purpose  of  locating  thereon  the  Stockbridge  and  Mnnsee  Indians,  and  such 
others  of  the  New  York  Indians  as  the  United  States  may  desire  to  remove  to  the 
said  location  within  two  years  from  the  ratification  hereof, 

bat  this  was  a  mere  statement  not  even  put  in  the  form  of  a  condition. 
The  effect  of  that  relinquishment  was  to  determine  the  right  of  occu- 
pancy in  the  Menominee  Indians,  and  thereby  remove  the  only  obstacle 
to  the  merger  of  the  right  of  possession  with  the  fee.  If  this  conclusion 
be  correct,  the  right  of  the  State  to  possession  attached  long  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  patents,  and  consequently  those  patents  were  not 
erroneously  issued.  The  State  cannot  therefore  be  compelled  to  relin- 
quish its  claim  to  these  lands,  and  there  seems  to  be  no  conrse  open  to 
procure  a  relinquishment,  unless  it  shall  be  voluntarily  given.  It  is 
true  the  Indian  allottee  may  have  to  suffer,  but  this  comes  not  from 
the  fault  of  the  State,  but  from  the  mistake  of  the  government  in 
attempting  to  give  the  land  to  the  Indian  after  it  had  conveyed  the  fee 
thereto  to  the  State,  and  after  the  title  of  the  State  had  been  perfected. 
While  this  answers  the  specific  question  in  the  note  of  reference  I 
deem  it  proper  to  mention  another  phase  of  the  matter.  The  act  of 
March  3, 1893,  after  declaring  who  shall  be  members  of  said  Stock- 
bridge  and  Munsee  tribe  of  Indians,  makes  a  further  provision  as 
follows: 

And  all  members  who  entered  into  possession  of  lands  nnder  the  allotments  of 
eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-six  and  of  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-one,  and  who 
by  themselves  or  by  their  lawful  heirs  have  resided  on  said  lands  continuously  since, 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  owners  of  such  lands  in  fee  simple,  in  severalty,  and  the 
government  shall  issue  patents  to  them  therefor. 

The  allotments  here  in  question  were  selected  by  the  Indians  in  1856 
and  1867,  and  must  therefore  have  been  selected  under  the  treaty  of 
1856.    That  they  entered  into  possession  of  the  lands  thus  selected 
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and  by  themselves,  or  by  their  lawful  heirs,  have  resided  upon  them 
continuously  has  been  already  adjudged  by  this  Department  when  the 
allotments  were  approved.  These  tracts  then  seem  to  come  within  the 
letter  of  the  law,  declaring  the  Indian  claimants  to  be  the  owners  in 
fee  thereof  and  requiring  the  issuance  of  patents  to  them. 

The  land  involved  in  the  case  of  Beecher  v.  Wetherby,  supra,  also 
came  within  the  letter  of  the  law  directing  the  sale  of  the  said  two 
townships,  but  the  supreme  court  in  that  case  said: 

The  act  of  Congress  of  Febraary  6,  1871,  authorizing  a  sale  of  the  townships  occu- 
pied by  the  Stockbridge  and  Mnnsee  tribes,  mnst,  therefore,  be  held  to  apply  only 
to  those  portions  which  were  outside  of  sections  16.  It  will  not  be  supposed  that 
Congress  intended  to  authorize  a  sale  of  land  which  it  had  previously  disposed  of. 
The  ap])roi)riation  of  the  sections  to  the  State,  as  already  stated,  set  them  apart 
from  the  mass  of  public  property  which  could  be  subjected  to  sale  by  its  direction. 

So  in  this  case  the  title  to  the  tracts  in  question  had  passed  out  of 
the  United  States  and  Congress  had  no  control  over  that  title  or  author- 
ity to  declare  that  it  had  vested  elsewhere  than  in  the  grantee  State. 
If  the  conclusion  that  the  title  had  become  complete  in  the  State  be 
correct,  the  issuance  of  patents  to  these  allottees  could  have  no  effect 
up(m  that  title,  and  nothing  would  be  conveyed  to  the  Indian  thereby. 
It  will  not  be  presumed  that  Gongi'ess  intended  said  declaration  to 
apply  to  lands  which  had  passed  beyond  the  control  of  the  United 
States,  or  that  a  patent  should  issue  which  would  be  without  effect. 

For  these  reasons  these  tracts,  while  seeming  to  come  within  the 
letter  of  said  law  of  1893,  were  not  in  fact  within  its  terms,  and  hence 
the  provision  therein  as  to  issuance  of  patents  does  not  apply  to  said 
tracts. 

In  conclusion,  I  am  constrained  to  advise  you,  as  hereinbefore  indi- 
cated, that  a  relinquishment  of  the  lands  in  question  can  only  be  pro- 
cured through  the  voluntary  act  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  that  a 
cancellation  of  the  patents  heretofore  issued  to  that  State  for  these 
lands,  can  not  be  obtained  by  suit. 

Approved,  July  12, 1897. 
0.  !N.  Bliss,  Secretary. 


minikg  claim-protbst-pijlcbil-ifotice-bxpein>itubib. 

Adams  et  al.  v.  Quijaba  et  al. 

The  issue  raised  is  solely  between  the  goTerument  and  the  entryman,  in  ease  of  a 
hearing  on  a  protest  against  a  mineral  entry,  in  which  no  interest  in  the  land 
involved  is  alleged  or  shown  on  the  part  of  prot^stant,  prior  to  the  application 
for  patent. 

The  fact  that  lode  claims  have  been  located  on  a  tract  of  land,  and  subsequently 
abaudoned,  can  not  affect  the  good  faith  of  a  placer  applicant  for  the  same  land. 
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A  misstatement  in  the  published  notice  of  an  application  for  a  placer  patent,  as  to  the 
miniug  district  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  is  not  fatal  to  the  notice,  where 
the  land  is  accurately  described  by  legal  sub-divisions,  and  otherwise  identified. 

The  proof  as  to  expenditure  should  so  itemize  the  improvements  that  it  can  be 
ascertained  therefrom  what  proportion  of  the  sum  expended  is  included  in  each 
item. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  July  12^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

On  October  22, 1892,  David  Quijada  made  application  for  patent  for 
the  Blae  Mountain  placer  miniug  claim,  located  by  legal  subdivisions, 
embracing  the  BE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  13;  the  NE.  i  of  the  NE.  i  of 
Sec.  24,  T.  2  K,  E.  11  E.;  lot  1  of  the  NW.  J,  and  the  IfE.  J  of  the 
NW.  J  of  Sec.  19,  T.  2  N.,  R.  12  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  Stockton,  California,  land 
district,  and  described  as  being  in  Calaveras  mining  district.  No  pro- 
test or  adverse  claim  was  filed  during  the  period  of  publication,  and 
on  January  12, 1895,  he  made  mineral  entry  No.  443  for  the  land. 

The  location  of  this  placer  claim  was  originally  made  by  Quijada  and 
seven  other  persons,  but  the  title  of  the  others  had  passed  to  him  by 
deed  before  asking  the  application  for  patent,  and  he  subsequently 
conveyed  the  same  to  Jackson  D.  McCarty. 

On  January  29, 1895,  the  local  oflBce  transmitted  to  your  oflBce  the 
affidavits  of  three  of  the  original  locators,  in  which  tbey  state  that  their 
names  were  used  as  locators  without  any  authority,  and  that  their  sub- 
sequent deed  was  without  consideration. 

On  March  7, 1895,  James  Adams  et  al,  filed  a  protest  against  the  entry, 
alleging  (1)  that  the  land  was  not  placer  mining  ground;  (2)  that  no 
placer  mining  had  been  done  on  any  part  of  the  land  ^*  for  a  great  many 
years  last  pasf;  (3)  that  the  entryman  or  his  grantors  have  made  no 
improvements  thereon;  (4)  "that  there  are  many  valuable  gold  bear- 
ing quartz  ledges  running  through  and  across"  the  land,  which  were 
known  to  the  entryman  at  the  time  he  made  his  application  for  patent; 

(0)  that  the  "quartz  mines  or  ledges"  were  actually  being  worked  and 
developed  at  the  time;  (6)  that  there  is  no  such  mining  district  as 
Calaveras,  but  the  land  is  situated  in  the  Madam  Felix  mining  district; 
and  (7)  "that  said  application  was  made  with  a  view  to  obtain  posses- 
sion and  patent  to  valid  quartz  mining  ledges  and  to  defraud  the  gov 
emment  thereof." 

By  letter  of  April  25, 1895,  your  oflBce  held  that  the  aflSdavits  of  the 
original  locators  "do  not  warrant  any  investigation  by  this  office,  and, 
considered  as  protests,  they  are  hereby  dismissed;"  and  on  the  protest 
of  Adams  et  ah  it  was  determined 

that  yon  (the  local  officers)  should  notify  the  protestants  that  they  or  any  of  them 
will  be  allowed  thirty  days  from  notice  hereof,  within  which  to  apply  for  notice  of 
a  hearing. 

Pursuant  to  this  order,  Adams  et  al,  formally  asked  for  a  hearing, 

(1)  "on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  making  said  entry  by  said  entryman"; 
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(2)  that  the  lands  are  qaartz  mining,  and  not  placer,  and  contain  ''well 
defined  ledges  and  lodes  of  qaartz  in  place,  bearing  gold";  (3)  that  the 
land  ^^has  been  worked  as  quartz  mining  claim";  and  (4)  that  the  entry 
was  made  in  the  interest  of  McCarty. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  and  had  before  the  local  officers,  and  as  a 
result  they  found — 

That  the  fact  is  established  by  a  great  preponderance  of  evidence  that  the  filno 
Mountain  placer  mining  claim,  so-called,  is  not  placer  mining  gronnd,  but  that  it  is 
valuable  for  quartz  mining;  that  the  entire  proceedings  by  the  defendant  in  this 
case,  having  in  view  the  procuring  of  a  government  patent  for  the  Bine  Mountain 
placer  mining  claim  have  been  characterized  by  bad  faith  and  gross  fraud:  In  view 
of  which  facts  we  recommend  that  the  application  for  patent  for  the  Blue  Mountain 
placer  mining  claim  be  rejected. 

On  appeal  your  oflBce  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  deciding 
that  it  is  shown:  (I)  That  two  or  three  small  gulches  on  the  land  in 
controversy  have  been  worked,  many  years  ago,  as  placer  mines,  but 
that  the  same  were  exhausted,  and  that,  as  a  present  fact,  the  land  has 
no  value  for  placer  mining  purposes;  (2)  that  Quijada,  or  his  grantors, 
had  not  expended  $500  on  the  land  in  improvements;  and  (3) 

that  several  well  defined  mineral  bearing  veins  of  quartz  extend  into  and  across  the 
land  in  controversy,  but  the  evidence  does  not  affirmatively  and  satisfactorily  show 
that,  as  a  present  fact,  these  veins  have  been  sufficiently  developed  to  show  that  they 
can  be  operated  with  profit,  nor  is  it  shown  that  these  veins  are  sufficiently  rich  to 
warrant  miners  of  ordinary  prudence  and  sagacity  in  expending  their  means  and 
labor  in  an  effort  to  develop  them. 

Whereupon  the  case  now  comes  before  the  Department  on  the  appeal 
of  McCarty,  and  numerous  errors  of  both  law  and  fact  are  assigned. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  affidavit  of  contest  upon  which  your  office 
ordered  a  hearing  does  not  allege  any  interest  in  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, or  any  part  thereof,  in  either  of  the  protestants.  This  is  also 
true  of  the  affidavit  that  was  filed  before  the  local  officers,  under  order 
from  your  office,  and  upon  which  the  hearing  was  ordered.  It  may  be 
further  stated  at  this  time,  that  the  evidence  taken  at  the  hearing  does 
not  disclose  any  interest  in  either  of  the  protestants,  to  any  part  of  the 
land  included  in  the  Blue  Mountain  placer  claim,  prior  to  the  applica- 
tion  for  patent  for  the  same.  Whatever  question  there  may  be,  there- 
fore, in  this  matter,  in  relation  to  compliance  with  the  law  on  the  part 
of  the  placer  claimants,  or  otherwise,  is  simply  a  question  between  the 
government  and  the  entryman.  The  protestants  alleging  no  interest 
in  themselves,  and  failing  to  show  that  any  existed  at  or  prior  to  the 
time  of  the  application  for  patent,  they  are  necessarily  without  interest 
in  this  controversy,  and  their  testimony  can  only  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  or  not  there  has  been  a  compliance  with  the  law 
on  the  part  of  the  placer  applicants. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  is  very  voluminous,  and  contains  very 
much  that  is  entirely  irrelevant  to  any  issue  thali  might  have  been 
raised  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  patent  to  the  placer  claim- 
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ants.  It  may  be  said  that  the  theory  of  the  protestants  is,  that  inas- 
much as  there  is,  in  the  southern  part  of  section  19,  and  the  northern 
part  of  section  30,  some  quartz  mines  that  have  been  developed,  and 
that  by  reason  of  quartz  croppings,  which  appear  on  the  surface  extend- 
ing northwest  from  these  mines  and  in  the  direction  of  the  placer  claim, 
the  land  in  controversy  is  also  valuable  for  quartz  mining  purposes. 
The  fact  is,  however,  as  shown  by  the  testimony,  that  this  immediate 
district  has  been  known  for  its  placer  and  quartz  mines  for  a  great 
many  years;  that  placer  workings  have  been,  in  the  early  days  of  the 
history  of  California,  carried  on  to  a  considerable  extent  on  and  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  what  is  now  known  as  the  Blue  Mountain  placer 
claim;  and  that  there  have  been  no  workings  or  developments  ux)on 
any  part  of  the  ground  adjoining  or  in  close  proximity  to  the  Blue 
Mountain  placer  by  which  there  has  ever  been  disclosed  any  mineral 
that  would  pay  for  working,  or  upon  which  there  existed,  at  the  time 
the  placer  application  was  filed,  any  location.  It  is  true  that  after  the 
application  for  patent  had  been  made,  and  the  period  of  publication 
had  ended,  there  was  an  attempt  made  by  some  parties  to  locate  some 
two  or  three  claims  south  of  a  part  of  the  land  in  controversy,  which 
claims  Lip  over  onto  the  placer  claims;  but  it  is  not  shown  that  these 
locations  were  ever  perfected ;  neither  is  it  shown,  by  any  satisfactory 
evidence,  that  there  was  any  discovery  of  mineral  that  would  entitle 
them  to  the  locations,  or  that  there  was  any  work  done  with  a  view  to 
developing  the  property  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  mineral  existed  in 
paying  quantities. 

Much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact  that  McOarty  and  another,  in  1884, 
located  two  or  three  lode  claims  upon  the  land  in  controversy.  It  is 
shown  that  they  did  considerable  work  upon  one  of  them,  at  least,  for 
the  purpose  of  developing  a  lode,  if  any  existed,  and  that  the  same 
was  abandoned  as  worthless,  and  remained  so  for  some  time  before  the 
location  of  the  placer  claim. 

The  fact  that  there  have  been  lode  claims  thus  located  and  aban- 
doned upon  the  land  now  sought  under  the  placer  mining  laws,  is  no 
objection  whatever,  and  does  not  indicate  any  fraud  or  lack  of  good  faith 
upon  the  part  of  the  placer  applicants.  (United  States  v.  Iron  Silver 
Mining  Co.,  128  U.  S.,  673-681.) 

It  is  very  clear  to  my  mind  that  if  this  land  possesses  any  value  for 
mining  purposes  at  all,  it  is  for  placer  mining.  It  possesses  no  value 
for  agricultural  purposes,  and  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome 
the  prima  facie  showing  of  its  character  as  placer.  At  all  events,  it 
can  not  be  disputed  that  it  is  not  shown  by  the  evidence  that  any  min- 
eral has  ever  been  extracted,  or  that  any  work  has  been  done  looking 
toward  producing  any  ore,  from  any  quartz  mines  or  veins  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  placer  claim,  excepting,  perhaps,  such  as  was  done 
by  McCarty  as  above  stated. 

The  charge  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  Quijada  in  procuring  this  entry 
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in  the  interest  of  McOarty,  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  sustained  by  the 
testimony.  Neither  Quijada  nor  McCarty  appeared  as  a  witness  on 
the  stand,  although  McGarty  was  present  at  the  trial.  The  only  testi- 
mony on  the  point  of  fraudulent  conduct,  is  that  Quijada  was  an 
"ignorant  sheep  herder",  in  the  employ  of  McCarty,  and  he  and  others 
made  the  locations,  and  that  Quijada  afterwards  made  application  for 
patent  and  final  entry,  when  he  conveyed  the  property  to  McCarty. 
It  is  also  charged  that  some  of  his  co-locators  were  ignorant  of  the 
fact  that  their  names  had  been  used  in  making  the  location ;  but  if  it 
be  conceded  that  they  were  not  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  their  names 
had  been  used  in  making  tbe  location,  they  certainly  ratified  any  act 
that  may  have  been  done  in  that  direction  by  subsequently  making  a 
deed  to  Quijada  for  their  interests. 

The  fact  that  in  the  publication  notice  the  property  was  described  as 
being  in  Calaveras  mining  district,  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  under  the 
circumstances  in  this  case,  fatal  to  the  publication  notice.  The  land  is 
otherwise  accurately  described  by  legal  subdivisions,  is  said  to  be  in 
the  county  of  Calaveras,  in  the  State  of  California,  and  the  place  of 
the  record  of  the  same  is  given  as  in  the  recorder's  office  of  Calaveras 
county.  Tour  office  did  not  deem  this  a  fatal  defect,  as  by  letter  of 
August  25, 1895,  Quijada  was  required  to  furnish  satisfactory  evidence 
of  what  mining  district,  if  any,  his  claim  was  situated  in. 

There  is  one  other  point  in  connection  with  this  matter,  and  that  is, 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  improvements  on  the  placer  claim,  as  reported 
by  the  witnesses.  They  state  in  their  affidavit,  accompanying  the 
application  for  patent,  that  ^^said  improvements  consist  of  reservoirs 
and  ditches  and  mining  tools  on  said  claim;  also  tail  race" ;  and  that 
their  value  is  not  less  than  $500. 

It  may  be  doubted  whether  this  statement  of  the  improvements  is 
sufficiently  full  and  explicit  to  show  the  statutory  amount  of  expenditure. 
Mining  tools  could  hardly  be  considered  as  part  of  the  expenditure  that 
is  demanded,  and  it  would  seem  to  be  better  form  for  the  witness  to 
itemize  the  improvements,  so  that  it  could  be  ascertained  with  a 
reasonable  degree  of  accuracy,  by  your  office,  what  proportion  of  the 
$500  was  included  in  the  reservoirs,  ditx^hes,  etc.,  and  what  in  mining 
tools.  The  attention  of  your  office  is  directed  to  this  point,  and  such 
action  should  be  taken  in  reference  thereto  as  may  be  deemed  advisable, 
giving  the  applicant  an  opportunity,  if  he  so  desires,  to  show  the 
improvements  that  existed  at  the  time  the  application  was  made,  and 
their  value. 

Your  office  judgment  is  reversed. 
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REPAYMENT-PRE-EMPTION  ENTRY. 

Felix  McGinn. 

No  right  of  repayment  exists  where  a  pre-emption  entry  is  canceled  on  account  of 
the  pre-emptor  having  prior  thereto  exercised  his  pre-emption  right,  and  the 
record  shows  that  he  swore  falsely,  in  support  of  his  second  entry,  that  he  had 
never  had  the  benefit  of  the  pre-emption  law. 

Secretat-y  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  12^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (J.  L.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  a  letter  of  June  11, 1897^  from  the  attorneys  of 
Felix  McGinn,  enclosing  an  application  by  the  latter  dated  May  15, 
1897,  alleging  that  he  is  the  only  surviving  heir  of  John  McGinn 
deceased,  and  asking  "for  repayment  of  the  purchase  money  paid  on 
entry  of  the  N.  J  of  the  SB.  i  and  the  NB.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  section  1, 
T.  7  1^.,  E.  4  W.,  as  per  cash  certificate  No.  667  issued  at  Helena,  Mon- 
tana, bearing  date  the  13th  day  of  October,  1875" ;  and  enclosing  also 
a  letter  from  the  Assistant  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
addressed  to  said  attorneys,  rejecting  said  application  and  returning 
the  same  to  them. 

It  appears  that  John  McGinn  deceased,  on  October  13, 1875,  made 
pre-emption  cash  entry  of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  of  laud 
above  described,  and  that  said  entry  was  canceled  by  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office  on  February  20,  1877,  in  obedience  to  a 
departmental  decision  of  February  22, 1877. 

Harvey  Spalding  and  Sons,  attorneys  now  presenting  this  claim,  in 
their  letter  of  June  11, 1897,  aforesaid,  say : 

Upon  reference  to  the  Department  decision  of  February  22,  mentioned  in  the  Com- 
missioner's letter  above  quoted,  it  appears  that  the  sole  question  considered  in  the 
decision,  and  the  sole  ground  mentioned  for  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  is  the  con- 
flict with  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Company. 

The  i*efereiice  invited  shows  exactly  the  contrary. 

On  June  27, 1876,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  held 
for  cancellation  John  McGinn's  entry  aforesaid,  the  sole  reason  there- 
for being  stated  as  follows  : 

The  records  of  this  office  showing  that  he  made  pre-emption  location  at  Dakota 
City,  Nebraska,  November  27,  1&58,  with  M.  B.  Ld.  Wt.  52,887—160  a.  Act  55,  R.  and 
R.  35  covering  8W.  ^  14, 29, 7  E.,  6th  p.  m.,  and  that  the  same  was  patented  to  him 
Jnne  1,  1861. 

Sec.  10  act  4th  Sept.  1841,  and  Sec.  2261  R.  S.,  of  U.  8.,  provides  that  '<No  person 
shall  be  entitled  to  more  than  one  pre-emption  right." 

The  departmental  decision  of  Febrnary  22,  1877,  in  disposing  of 
McGinn's  appeal  from  the  Commissioner's  decision  of  Jane  27, 1876, 
simply  said : 

The  facts  are  correctly  stated  by  yon,  and  yonr  decision,  for  the  reasons  stated 
therein,  is  affirmed. 

The  brief  of  argument  filed  in  that  case  on  behalf  of  the  N'orthern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  expressly  admitted  that  McGinn's  rights  as 
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a  settler  were  superior  to  the  company's  rights  under  its  grant,  if  McGinn 
were  a  qualified  pre-einptor;  and  the  proofs  compelled  the  admission. 

The  claim  that  McGinn's  second  entry  was  canceled  for  conflict 
requires  no  further  attention. 

The  records  show  that  John  McGinn  had  made  a  previous  i)re-emption 
cash  entry  as  found  by  the  Commissioner's  decision;  and  that,  never- 
theless, McGinn,  on  October  13,  1876,  in  support  of  his  second  pre 
emptlon  cash  entry,  had  made  oath,  "  that  I  have  never  had  the  benefit 
of  any  right  of  pre  emption  under  this  act;"  meaning  the  act  of  Septem- 
ber 4, 1841,  as  re-enacted  in  sections  2259,2260,2261  and  2262  of  the 
Eevised  Statutes. 

Section  2262  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provided  that: 

Before  any  person  claiming  the  benefit  of  this  chapter  is  aUowed  to  enter  lauds,  he 
shall  make  oath  before  the  receiTer  or  register  of  the  laud  district  in  which  the  land 
is  situated,  that  he  has  uever  had  the  benefit  of  any  right  of  pre-emption  under  sec- 
tion twenty-two  hundred  and  fifty-nine ;  .  .  .  and  if  any  person  taking  such  oath 
swears  falsely  in  the  premises,  he  shall  forfeit  the  money  which  he  may  have  paid 
for  such  land,  and  all  right  and  title  to  the  same. 

John  McGinn's  entry  was  canceled  in  obedience  to  this  statute.  An 
application  for  repayment  of  money  thus  forfeited  cannot  be  enter- 
tained. 

It  seems  that  in  the  year  1877,  John  McGinn  in  his  lifetime,  applied 
for  re  payment  of  the  purchase  money  under  section  2362  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  Avhich  was  then  the  law  in  force.  On  December  4, 1878,  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OflBce  by  a  letter  addressed  to  Hon. 
Martin  Maginnis,  then  a  delegate  in  Congress  from  Montana  Territory, 
declined  to  recommend  the  re-payment  of  the  money  paid  by  McGinn, 
and  referred  to  section  2262  of  the  Revised  Statutes  hereinbefore  quoted, 
as  a  conclusive  limitation  of  the  authority  of  the  administrative  branch 
of  the  government  in  such  cases. 

The  action  of  the  General  Land  OflSce  in  respect  to  the  application 
of  Felix  McGinn,  the  alleged  only  surviving  heir  of  John  McGinn 
deceased,  is  hereby  approved,  and  said  application  Ir  hereby  rejected. 
You  will  serve  upon  said  attorneys  a  copy  of  this  letter. 


ftEPAYMENT-rORFEITED  RAILBOAB  liAKBSL 

Cbayton  p.  Beyant. 

A  purchaser  of  forfeited  railroad  lands  under  section  3,  act  of  September  29,  1890, 
is  not  entitled  to  repayment  where  his  entry  is  properly  allowed  on  the  proof 
presented,  but  is  sabseqaently  canceled  on  account  of  the  falsity  of  said  proof 
in  a  matter  essential  to  the  allowance  of  the  entry. 

Secretm'y  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July  13, 
(W.  Y.  D.)  1897.  (C.  J.  G.) 

On  July  26, 1893,  Crayton  P.  Bryant  made  cash  entry  "No.  19396  for 
lots  1, 2, 6  and  12,  and  the  ^.  i  of  the  NB.  J  and  the  SB.  i  of  the  NB.  J, 
^ec.  33,  T.  15  S.,  R.  7  E.,  San  Francisco  land  district,  California. 


DECISIONS   RELiLTING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  31 

This  land  was  embraced  witliin  the  grant  to  the  Soathern  Pacific 
Eailroad  Company  and  was  thereafter  forfeited. 

In  his  application  to  purchase  presented  to  the  local  ofSce  August 
22 J 1892^  Bryant  stated: 

I  purchased  the  said  land  of  one  Burns  who  filed  with  the  railroad  company  in 
1887,  with  the  honafide  intention  to  secure  title  thereto  hy  purchase  from  the  South- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  Company  when  earned  by  it  by  compliance  with  the  conditions 
or  reqoirements  of  the  granting  act  of  Congress. 

In  his  final  proof  submitted  to  the  local  office  July  26, 1893,  Bryant 
stated : 

Have  not  lived  on  the  land.  In  1888 1  bought  the  right  of  one  Bums  who  had  made 
R.  R.  filing  in  1887  and  I  took  possession  with  the  bona  fide  intention  of  purchasing 
from  the  S.  P.  R.  R.  Co.  when  they  had  earned  title  under  the  conditions  of  their 
grant.    I  went  there  under  the  printed  invitation  of  the  R.  R.  to  settlers. 

The  proof  was  accepted  by  the  local  officers,  the  purchase  money  paid 
by  the  entryman,  and  the  entry  allowed. 

By  letter  of  September  6, 1894,  your  office  directed  the  local  officers 
to  require  the  entryman  to  substantiate  his  statement  that  Burns  had 
filed  with  the  railroad  company  in  1887,  and  bad  thereafter  transferred 
the  land  to  the  entryman. 

May  17, 1895,  the  entryman,  declaring  his  inability  to  substantiate 
his  representation  that  Bums  had  filed  upon  the  land  with  the  railroad 
company  in  1887,  surrendered  his  receiver's  receipt,  executed  a  relin- 
quishment of  all  claims  to  the  land,  and  made  application  for  repay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money. 

These  papers  were  transmitted  by  the  local  office  to  your  office^ 
whereupon  the  entry  was  canceled  and  the  application  for  repayment 
held  for  further  consideration. 

July  9, 1895,  your  office  denied  the  application  for  repayment. 

The  entryman  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  your  said  office  decision 
denying  the  application  for  repayment,  and  also  an  application  for 
reinstatement  of  a  portion  of  his  cash  entry.  In  support  of  this  appli- 
cation for  reinstatement  the  entryman  furnished  a  copy  of  his  grantor's 
application,  dated  April  21, 1888,  to  purchase  this  land  from  the  South- 
ern Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and  in  an  affidavit  accompanying  the 
same  says,  referring  to  your  office  letter  of  September  5, 189dL — 

I  was  informed  thereby  that  it  was  necessary  for  me  to  furnish  testimony  that 
Bams's  application  to  the  R.  R.  Co.  waa  before  1888.  This  I  could  not  do  as  Burns's 
application  was  after  1888. 

February  4, 1896,  your  office  denied  the  motion  for  review  as  well  as 
the  application  for  reinstatement. 

Appeal  is  made  to  this  Department,  but  no  error  is  assigned  on  the 
denial  of  the  application  for  reinstatement. 

Bryant^B  cash  entry  was  made  under  the  third  section  of  the  act 
of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  which,  as  applied  to  this  case, 


32  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

describes  the  persons  who  may  make  purchase  thereunder  in  the  fol- 
lowing language: 

Persons  ....  in  possession  ....  under  deed,  written  contract,  or  license  from, 
the  State  or  corporation  to  which  such  grant  was  made,  or  its  assignees,  executed 
prior  to  January  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-eight. 

This  statute  was  discussed  and  fully  construed  in  Eastman  v,  Wise- 
man (18  L.  D.,  337)  and  Moore  v.  McGuire  (21  L.  D.,  392). 

It  is  clear  Irom  the  foregoing  statement  that  Burns  was  not,  in  con- 
templation of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  supra,  a  licensee  of  the 
railroad  company,  because  even  his  application  to  purchase  was  not 
made  prior  to  January  1, 1888.  The  entryman  herein,  by  his  purchase 
from  Burns,  acquired  no  better  right  than  was  possessed  by  the  latter. 

The  entryman  was  not  entitled  to  make  cash  entry  under  the  statute 
named,  but  his  entry  was  not  "erroneously  allowed.'^  Its  allowance 
was  secured  by  Bryant  upon  his  express  representation  and  statement 
that  his  grantor  (Burns)  had  made  application  to  the  railroad  company 
in  1887  to  purchase,  and  had  thereby  become  the  licensee  of  that  com- 
pany. The  local  office  was  not  responsible  for  this  representation  and 
statement;  it  was  the  act  of  the  entryman,  made  for  the  purx>ose  of 
securing  the  allowance  of  his  entry,  and  he  alone  was  responsible  for 
any  error  therein.  The  error  here  shown  was  not  in  the  allowance  of 
the  entry  by  the  local  officers,  but  was  in  the  proof  presented  by  the 
entryman. 

The  subsequent  affidavit  of  the  entryman  shows  that  the  statement 
made  in  the  application  to  purchase  and  in  the  final  proof  was  untrue. 
That  statement  was  an  essential  one  in  the  proofs  presented,  because 
without  it  the  entry  could  not  have  been  allowed.  Had  the  entryman 
correctly  stated  the  time  when  his  grantor.  Burns,  filed  with  the  rail- 
road company,  the  proofs  would  not  have  been  accepted,  payment 
would  not  have  been  permitted,  and  the  entry  would  not  have  been 
allowed. 

The  entryman  earnestly  attempts  to  explain  his  conduct  on  the 
theory  that  he  was  laboring  under  a  reasonable  misapprehension  as  to 
the  law,  but  he  makes  no  endeavor  to  explain  his  misstatement  of  the 
facts. 

Repayments  of  purchase  money  can  only  be  made  in  pursuance  of 
law,  and  this  case  is  not  of  the  character  described  in  the  repayment 
statute. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 
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BESEBX  LAin>S-ACT  OF  AUGUST  18,  1 804-CONTRACT. 

State  of  Washington. 

Under  the  proTisions  of  the  State  statate  accepting  the  terms  of  the  desert  land  act 
of  Aagnst  18, 1894,  a  contract  on  behalf  of  the  State,  with  the  United  States, 
executed  by  the  Commissioner  of  Arid  Lands  for  said  State,  19  not  valid  if  not 
approved  by  the  governor  and  attorney-general  of  said  State. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  12j 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (J.  I.  P.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yoar  office  letter  ^^  F  "  of  the  19th  ultimo,  submit- 
ting a  map,  lists,  two  contracts  and  other  papers,  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  under  Sec.  4  of  the  act  of  August  18,  1894  (28 
Stat.  372-422),  designating  for  segregation  certain  lands  to  be  irrigated 
from  the  Natchez  and  Columbia  Eiver  Irrigation  Canal,  aggregating 
6654.59  acres.  After  calling  my  attention  to  certain  typographical 
errors  in  the  contracts  (marked  in  pencil)  which  do  not  afifect  its  mean- 
ing, you  direct  my  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  contract  submitted  on 
behaJf  of  the  State  is  signed  by  the  ^'  Commissioner  of  Arid  Lands" 
for  said  State,  but  is  not  approved  by  the  governor  and  attorney-gen- 
eral. You  refer  to  the  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act  of  the  state  legis- 
lature of  Washington,  approved  March  22, 1895,  accepting  the  provisions 
of  the  '^  Carey  act,"  and  being  in  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  said  con- 
tract, you  submit  it  for  my  consideration. 

Section  3  of  the  Washington  act,  above  referred  to,  after  defining  and 
prescribing  the  duties  of  the  commissioner  of  arid  lands,  provides 

and  he  ia  farther  empowered  to  contract  for  the  constraction  of  ditches  and  oanalB, 
the  building  of  dams  and  reservoirs,  the  irrigation,  reclamation,  settlement  and  sale 
of  said  arid  lands,  and  to  do  and  perform  any  and  all  things  necessary  to  be  done  in 
carrying  into  effect  the  objects  of  this  act :  Provided,  that  no  contract  or  sale  made 
by  said  commissioner  of  arid  lands  Khali  be  in  force  and  effect  until  the  same  shaU 
be  approved  by  the  governor  and  attorney  general. 

Section  4  of  said  act,  after  prescribing  certain  further  duties  of  the 
commissioner  of  arid  lands,  provides  that  he 

shall  take  all  necessary  steps  on  behalf  of  the  State  to  secure  a  contract  binding  on 
the  United  States  to  donate,  grant,  and  patent  to  this  State  or  its  assigns  the  said 
arid  lands  etc. 

I  am  aware  that  under  the  general  rule  governing  the  construction  of 
a  proviso,  it  must  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  section  of  which 
it  forms  a  part,  and  that  it  does  not  apply  to  other  sections  unless 
^^plainly  intended  so  to  do."  (Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction, 
Sec.  223).  But  in  this  case  I  think  the  ^< plain  intent''  of  the  Washing- 
ton legislature,  that  the  proviso  to  Sec.  3  of  said  act  should  apply  to 
any  contract  made  by  the  commissioner  of  arid  lands,  is  apparent. 

The  commissioner  of  arid  lands  is  vested  by  the  act  in  question  with 
authority  to  make  on  behaJf  of  the  State  two  classes  of  contracts:  one 
2670— VOL  25 3 
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to  secure  to  the  State  from  the  United  States  the  lauds  contemplated 
by  the  ** Carey  act"  of  August  18, 1894  (supra);  aud  the  other  to  dis- 
pose of  said  lands  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation  and  reclamation.  It  is 
of  primal  importance  to  the  State,  that  the  first  class  of  contracts  should 
be  properly  executed,  for  if  they  were  not  the  second  class  of  contracts 
would  avail  nothing,  aud  of  this  the  legislature  was  unquestionably 
aware.  And  when,  in  the  proviso  to  the  3rd  section  of  said  act,  it  was 
declared  that  no  contract  or  sale  made  by  said  Commissioner  etc.  shall 
be  in  force  and  eflfect  until  the  same  shall  be  approved  by  the  governor 
and  attorney  general,  it  meant  both  classes  of  contracts  herein  men- 
tioned. It  in  short  meant  any  contract  that  said  commissioner  might 
make  in  reference  to  the  acquisition  or  disposal  of  said  lands  by  the 
State  of  Washington. 

As  the  contract  transmitted  by  your  letter  "F"  of  the  19th  ultimo  is 
not  approved  by  the  governor  and  attorney  general  of  Washington,  it 
is  returned  herewith  without  action  together  with  the  other  papers  in 
the  case. 

The  recommendation  made  by  you  in  the  last  paragraph  of  your  letter 
of  the  19th  ultimo,  relative  to  the  amendment  of  the  forms  and  the  con- 
tract in  the  circular  of  November  22, 1894,  will  be  made  the  subject  of 
a  separate  communication. 


PR/ICTICE-NOTICB  OF  DECISION— ATTORNEY— APPEAL. 

Walker  v.  Gwin. 

Service  of  a  notice  of  a  decision  upon  an  attorney  of  record  is  notice  to  the  party  he 

represents. 
Where  a  party  is  represented  by  two  attorneys  of  record,  and  one  of  said  attorneys 

accepts  service  of  a  notice  of  decision,  snob  party  will  not  be  beard  to  plead  a 

private  nnderstandiug  between  himself  and  his  attorneys  under  which  aU  notices 

were  to  be  served  on  the  other  attorney. 
The  Department  is  without  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  appeal  if  notice  thereof  is 

not  filed  and  served  within  the  time  provided  in  the  Rales  of  Practice. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OffioCy  July  12, 
(W.V.D.)  1897.  (E.B.,JR.) 

This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  Oharles  L.  Walker,  in  the 
case  of  said  Walker  v,  Austin  B.  Gwin. 

On  December  7, 1896,  in  that  case,  involving  the  SE.  J  of  section  29, 
T.  20  N.,  E.  8  E.,  Perry,  Oklahoma,  land  district,  your  office,  affirming 
the  decision  of  the  local  office,  held  that  Walker,  although-  the  prior 
settler,  had  failed  to  reside  upon  the  land  as  required  by  law,  and  that 
therefore  the  right  of  Gwin  to  the  land  under  his  soldier's  declaratory 
statement  filed  October  3, 1893,  and  his  entry  March  29, 1894,  and  due 
residence  and  improvement,  was  superior  to  that  of  Walker,  and 
awarded  the  land  to  Gwin.  On  March  24, 1897,  Jno.  A.  Oliphant,  as 
attorney  for  Walker,  filed  and  served  on  Gwin's  attorney  an  appeal 
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from  the  decision  of  your  office.  On  June  5, 1897,  Gwin  filed  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  not  filed,  nor  a 
copy  thereof  served  on  the  appellee  or  his  attorney,  within  sixty  days 
from  personal  service  of  notice  of  your  office  decision,  as  required  by 
the  rules  of  practice. 

It  appears  that  Walker  was  represented  at  the  trial  of  the  case  by 
two  attomeys--one  of  whom  was  said  Oliphant,  and  the  other  one  L.  P. 
Hudson.  In  the  record  is  found  the  following  acceptance  of  notice  of 
your  office  decision : 

Before  the  United  States  Land  Office,  Perry,  Okla.,  Dec.  30tli,  1896. 

Charles  L.  Walker) 

V.  >  Involving  the  SE.  i  Sec.  29,  T.  20  N.,  R.  8  E.,  1,  M 

Austin  B.  Gwin.     ) 

We  hereby  accept  service  of  Commissioner's  letter  "  H",  A.  B.  W.,  of  December  7th, 

1896,  in  the  above  entitled  case,  in  favor  of  Gwin,  and  the  receipt  of  a  copy  of  said 

letter  is  hereby  acknowledged,  together  with  the  right  of  appeal  therefrom  within 

sixty  days  from  this  30,  day  of  December,  1896. 

Deo.  31, 1896. 

L.  P.  Hudson, 

Aity,  for  WalJcer, 

Morris  &  Kellogo, 

Attys,  for  Gvin, 

This  was  clearly  notice  to  Walker  of  said  decision,  if  Iladson  was  at 
the  time  of  the  acceptance  still  his  attorney  of  record  (Yeoman  r. 
DeRoche,  22  L.  D.,  24). 

With  the  appeal  there  was  filed  an  affidavit  by  Walker  stating — 

That  he  is  the  contestant  above  named ;  that  John  A.  Oliphant  was  and  now  is  the 
chief  counsel  in  his  behalf  since  the  filing  of  said  contest,  and  the  atty  who  had 
charge  in  persoa  of  his  said  contest  and  npon  whom  all  notices  and  orders  were  to 
be  served,  and  to  whom  I  looked  for  information  as  to  what  I  should  do  and  the 
absolute  management  of  said  contest ;  that  L.  P.  Hudson  was  only  employed  to  assist 
my  said  atty  in  the  trial  of  said  contest  and  was  not  to  have  the  care  and  manage- 
ment of  said  contest  thereafter;  that  the  decision  of  the  Hon.  Commissioner  as  made 
in  this  contest  was  served  on  said  Hudson,  as  the  record  shows,  who  neglected  to 
notify  this  contestant  of  the  same,  and  that  this  contestant  did  not  find  out  about 
the  same  until  after  the  time  for  an  appeal  had  expired,  and  then  only  through  his 
contestant;  that  he  inquired  before  said  time  was  np,  and  was  informed  no  decision 
had  been  made  at  said  Land  Office;  that  affiant  if  defeated  before  the  Hon.  Commis- 
sioner in  said  contest  had  intended  to  appeal,  and  had  so  instructed  his  said  atty 
Jno.  A.  Oliphant;  that  he  would  have  done  so  had  he  been  so  notified;  that  he  relied 
on  said  Oliphant  having  the  notice  served  on  him  of  such  decision  when  made,  so 
that  an  appeal  could  be  taken  if  desired;  that  affiant  desires  to  appeal  and  feels 
he  has  a  prior  and  better  right  to  said  land  and  therefore  asks  that  such  right  be 
granted. 

With  the  appeal  there  was  also  filed  an  affidavit  by  Oliphant  stating — 

That  he  has  had  charge  of  the  contestant's  cause  ever  since  said  contest  was  com- 
menced; that  he  has  endeavored  at  all  times  to  give  the  same  his  personal  attention; 
that  said  Hudson  was  employed  to  aid  him  in  the  trial  of  said  contest,  but  that  affiant 
expected  and  so  instructed  that  all  notices  and  decisions  in  said  contest  be  made 
on  him;  that  affiant  had  no  knowledge  that  said  contest  had  been  decided  until  the 
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fact  had  been  written  him  by  contestant,  and  that  on  going  to  the  land  officei  found 
that  the  time  had  expired  to  take  an  appeal  to  the  Hon.  Secretary ;  that  aaid  con- 
testant had  requested  an  appeal  be  taken  in  case  a  decision  was  rendered  against 
him;  and  would  have  done  so  had  he  known  of  the  same  in  time. 

While  tliese  affidavits  tend  to  show  that  Walker  and  his  attorney 
Oliphant  understood  between  themselves  tbat  the  latter  was  to  be 
chief  counsel  for  the  former,  they  do  not  show  that  Hudson  was  not 
Walker's  attorney  of  record  at  the  time  of  the  above  acceptance  of 
notice,  nor  that  there  was  any  such  limitation  upon  Hudson's  authority 
as  attorney  as  would  preclude  such  acceptance  from  binding  Walker  in 
the  premises.  It  is  significant  that  no  explanatory  affidavit  of  Hudson 
has  been  filed  in  behalf  of  Walker.  Walker  does  not  state  that  Hud- 
son's attorneyship  in  his  case  ceased  with  the  close  of  the  trial  or  that 
It  has  yet  ceased.  The  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  office  to 
your  office  in  behalf  of  Walker  is  signed  by  both  Oliphant  and  Hudson 
as  ^'Attys.  for  Pltff.",  and  thus  signed  was  served  upon  Gwin's  attor- 
neys, and  the  service  by  them  accepted.  Furthermore,  M.  O.  Latta, 
clerk  in  charge  of  the  contest  docket  and  papers  in  the  local  office,  in 
an  affidavit  filed  with  said  motion,  swears  positively  that  he  "verbally" 
informed  said  Oliphant  of  said  decision  and  of  the  fact  that  formal 
notice  thereof  had  been  given  to  Hudson,  soon  after  such  notice  was 
given,  and  that  to  all  this  Oliphant  "responded  'All  right',  or  words  to 
that  effect." 

The  local  officers  were  not  notified  of  any  limitation  upon  Hudson's 
attorneyship,  nor  that  his  attorneyship  had  ceased  prior  to  the  said 
acceptance.  A  party  can  not,  based  merely  upon  an  alleged  private 
understanding  between  himself  and  one,  or  even  both,  of  his  attorneys 
of  record,  limit  the  ordinary  functions  of  one  of  them  so  as  to  avail 
himself  of  all  the  advantageous  consequences  of  the  relation  of  client 
and  attorney,  and,  also,  solely  at  his  own  election,  avoid  the  conse- 
quences of  that  relation  when  they  are  adverse  to  him,  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  rights  of  his  adversary.  Service  of  notice  was  evidently  made 
in  good  faith  Upon  Hudson  and  so  accepted  by  him.  So  far  as  the 
record  discloses,  he  was  then  still  Walker's  attorney,  and  the  accept- 
ance within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  Notice  to  him  was  notice  to 
Oliphant  and  Walker  ( Rule  106).  If  he  was  recreant,  failing,  as  alleged, 
to  notify  his  client  or  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  secure  the  right  of 
appeal,  that  is  a  matter  not  for  the  Department,  but  solely  between  him 
and  his  client. 

Notice  of  the  appeal  was  not  filed  and  served  in  time  (Eule  86)  and 
hence  the  Department  is  without  jurisdiction  under  its  rule  to  entertain 
the  same  (Van  Dyke  v.  Lehrbass,  24  L.  D.,  322). 

The  motion  is  allowed  and  the  appeal  dismissed. 
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SBTTUEMENT  RIGHTS- REIilNQUlSHMBNT. 

Spring  v.  Beinbold  et  al. 

Settlement  on  land  covered  by  the  Bnbsisting  entry  of  another  confers  no  right  aa 
against  the  record  eutryniau,  but  as  between  settlers  on  land  thns  reserved  the 
settlement  first  in  time,  other  things  being  eqnal,  is  entitled  to  precedence;  on 
the  xelinqoishment  of  the  record  entry. 

Secretary  ^liss  to  the  Cammiasianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  15 j 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Frank  Spring  from  the  decision  of  your  office, 
dated  April  4, 1896,  in  the  case  of  said  Spring  v.  Adam  Eeinbold  and 
Gabriel  Markvart,  involving  the  NW.  J  of  section  1,  township  124  N., 
range  73  W.,  Aberdeen  land  district,  Soath  Dakota. 

The  record  history  of  the  case  is  fully  stated  in  your  office  decision, 
and  need  not  be  now  repeated. 

On  December  20, 1888,  Gabriel  Markvart  made  homestead  entry  No. 
7505  of  said  land. 

On  October  1, 1895,  the  local  officers  received  by  mail  Adam  Eein- 
hold's  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry.  Subsequently,  on  the 
same  day,  Frank  Spring  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest.  Beinbold,  in  his 
affidavit,  charged  that  Markvart 

has  whoUy  ahandoned  said  entry,  and  has  sold  his  buildings  and  ImprovementB 
thereon  to  said  contestant,  and  delivered  to  him  his  receiver's  receipt  No.  7505  for 
said  tract,  and  agreed  to  execute  a  relinquishment  for  his  homestead  entry,  and 
deliver  the  same  to  said  contestant,  bnt  failed  to  do  so  before  leaving  the  State  of 
South  Dakota;  that  he  is  now  a  non-resident  of  this  State,  and  has  changed  his  resi- 
dence therefrom;  that  the  said  claimant  has  given  me  full  possession  of  said  prem- 
ises and  all  the  buildings  thereon,  and  that  said  tract  is  now  my  home  exclusive 
of  all  others. 

Spring,  in  his  affidavit,  alleged  abandonment  and  change  of  residence, 
and  that  the  land  is  not  cultivated  as  required  by  law^  and  further 
charged 

that  claimant  has  left  the  State  of  South  Dakota  and  wholly  abandoned  said  tract; 
that  his  family  have  wholly  abandoned  the  tract  and  sold  all  improvements  thereon ; ' 
and  that  claimant  has  sold  a  relinquishment  of  said  tract. 

"So  hearing  was  had  on  these  contests,  but  on  November  5, 1895, 
Beinbold  presented  at  the  local  office  Markvart's  relinquishment,  exe- 
cuted November  2,  1896.  Markvart's  entry  was  thereupon  canceled 
and  Beinbold  permitted  to  make  homestead  entry,  No.  9887,  of  the  land. 
On  November  11,  1895,  Spring  made  homestead  application  for  the 
same,  and  with  his  application  filed  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  alleged 
that  he  had  made  improvements  on  the  land  in  question  in  the  latter 
part  of  October,  1895,  and 

that  he  has  followed  up  said  improvements  by  residing  on  said  tract  more  or  less  of 
the  time  since  to  date  hereof.  That  he  was  living  on  the  tract  above  on  the  night 
of  November  4th  and  slept  thereon,  that  he  further  slept  on  said  tract  for  several 
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nights  imniediately  prior  to  said  November  4,  18d5,  and  especially  lias  endeavored 
to  make  said  tract  his  home  in  so  far  as  he  was  able  within  the  hist  few  weeks,  and 
has  made  improvements  thereon.  That  he  was  residing  on  said  tract  on  Tuesday, 
the  5th  of  November,  1895,  piost  of  said  day,  that  he  was  living  and  working  on  said 
tract  during  the  said  fifth  of  November,  A.  D.  1895, 

and  applied  for  a  bearing  thereon,  which  was  denied.  Spring  appealed. 
Your  office  affirmed  the  ruling  of  the  local  officers. 

Eeinbold,  in  his  affidavit  of  contest,  received  at  the  local  office  on 
October  1,  1895,  alleges  that  Markvart  ''has  given  me  (him)  full 
possession  of  said  premises  and  all  his  buildings  thereon,  and  that  said 
tract  is  now  my  (his)  home,  exclusive  of  all  others,"  and  Spring  only 
alleges  that  he  had  made  improvements  on  the  land  in  the  latter  part 
of  October,  1895,  and  has  followed  up  said  improvements  by  residing 
on  the  land  ''more  or  less  of  the  time  since  to  date  hereof." 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle  that  as  against  a  record  entry  a  subse- 
quent settler  can  acquire  no  rights  by  virtue  of  his  settlement;  but  as 
between  settlers  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  entry,  the  settlement 
first  made  in  point  of  time,  other  things  being  equal,  is  entitled  to  the 
higher  consideration,  as  soon  as  the  entry  is  relinquished.  (Hall  v» 
Levy,  11  L.  D.,  284;  Geer  v,  Farrington,  4  L.  D.,  410.) 

Spring's  application  for  a  hearing  does  not  allege  priority  of  settle- 
ment as  against  Keinbold  and  was  therefore  prox>erly  denied,  but  this 
denial  should  be  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  that  may  hereafter  be 
made  on  the  ground  of  priority  of  settlement. 

Your  office  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-WrrnDRAWAIi-ADJXrSTMENT. 
EUHGA  ET  AL.  V.  THE  BURLINaTON  AKD  MISSOURI  RiVER  R.  R.  OO. 

The  lands  on  the  south  side  of  the  Barlingtou  and  Missonri  rood,  -where  the  grant  is 
deficient,  that  were  subject  to  the  grant  at  definite  location,  are  not  open  to  entry^ 
hut  must  remain  in  i  eservation,  subject  to  such  action  as  may  be  required  on  the 
termination  of  the  judicial  proceedings  now  pending  with  respect  to  the  excess 
of  lands  received  by  said  company  on  the  north  side  of  its  road. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offi^e^  July  15^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (B.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  SW,  i  of  section  29,  T.  10  N.,  R.  12  E.,  Lincoln 
land  district,  Nebraska. 

The  record  shows  that  on  March  22, 1884,  the  local  officers  rejected 
the  applications  of  Charles  Ruhga  and  Benjamin  Betts  to  make  pre- 
emption filing  for  the  above  described  tract.  The  application  of  Ruhga 
was  for  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  and  that  of  Betts  for  the  W.  i  of  the 
same  quarter  section.  These  applications  were  offered,  and  rejected  on 
the  same  day  by  the  local  officers. 
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Bahga  alleges  that  he  moved  upon  the  land  in  1875,  having  porchased 
the  improvements  of  one  Isaac  Moore  for  $500.00,  and  that  he  has  since 
continnoasly  resided  thereon  and  has  valuable  improvements  on  the 
land;  that  in  1878  he  employed  and  paid  an  attorney  to  secure  a  home- 
stead entry  of  the  land  (the  said  E.  ^  of  the  qnarter-section)  for  him, 
bat  said  attorney  failed  and  neglected  to  do  so,  and  he  asks  that  a 
hearing  be  ordered  to'  determine  the  truthfulness  of  the  allegations 
made  by  him. 

Betts  sets  forth  that  he  first  began  improvements  upon  the  land 
claimed  (the  W.  ^  of  the  SW.  J)  by  him,  in  1869,  and  moved  thereto 
and  established  his  residence  thereon  in  1870,  and  has  continued  to  live 
there  ever  since;  that  he,  also,  has  valuable  improvements,  and  that  he 
employed  the  same  attorney  as  Kuhga  to  secure  a  homestead  entry  of 
the  land  for  him  (Betts),  which  attorney  failed  and  neglected  to  do  so; 
and  he  asks  that  a  hearing  be  granted  him  in  order  to  prove  his  alle- 
gations. 

February  24, 1896,  your  office  decision  was  rendered,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  the  land  was  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  the  Burlington  and 
Missouri  River  Hailroad,  and  yoa,  therefore,  rejected  the  applications 
of  these  api^ellants. 

It  appears  from  your  said  office  decision,  that  these  tracts  are  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  said  road,  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  356),  the  rights  of  which 
company  attached  June  22, 1865,  and  on  account  of  which  withdrawal 
was  made  February  14, 1866. 

July  6, 1867,  the  State  of  Nebraska  selected  this  land  for  school  pur- 
poses, which  selection  was  canceled  by  your  office  decision  of  December 
11, 1877,  on  account  of  conflict  with  the  rights  of  said  railroad. 

November  15,  ]  878,  the  Burlington  and  Missouri  Biver  Bailroad  Com- 
pany applied  to  list  this  land,  but,  owing  to  the  failure  of  the  then  local 
officers  to  certify  the  same,  no  action  was  taken  thereon. 

The  decision  from  which  appeal  is  taken,  held  that  though  this  com- 
pany had  received  more  laud  than  it  is  entitled  to,  such  excess  exists  on 
the  north  side  of  the  road  as  constructed  and,  as  the  land  now  sought 
to  be  entered  by  these  appellants  lies  south  of  said  road,  it  cannot  now 
be  said  that  it  may  not  be  needed  in  satisfaction  of  the  grant;  espe- 
cially, as  suit  is  now  pending  in  the  courts — having  been  brought  at  the 
instance  of  the  Department — to  recover  the  excess  heretofore  so  erro- 
neously conveyed  to  the  defendant. 

In  the  case  of  Chapman  et  al.  v.  Burlington  and  Missouri  Biver  Bail- 
road  Company  (20  L.  D.,  496),  it  was  held  (syllabus)  : 

The  grant  to  this  company  in  the  State  of  Nebraska  contemplates  that  one-half  of 
the  land  granted  shall  be  taken  on  each  side  of  the  road;  but  in  the  adjustment 
of  said  grant  the  company  has  received  more  lands  than  it  is  entitled  to,  the  excess 
lyiDg  on  the  north  side  of  the  road,  and  although  suit  is  pending  for  the  recovery  of 
said  excess,  and  that  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  no  more  lands  can  be  patented 
to  the  company,  yet  lands  on  the  south  side  of  said  road,  where  the  grant  is  deficient, 
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that  were  Bubjeot  to  the  grant  at  definite  location,  are  not  open  to  entry,  bat  must 
remain  in  reservation,  subject  to  snch  further  disposition  as  the  action  of  tbe  conrt 
on  the  suit  to  recover  may  seem  to  require. 

This  case  appears  to  dispose  of  tbe  one  at  bar.  It  is  in  all  essential 
respects  similar,  and,  under  its  authority,  the  decision  appealed  ttom  is 
affirmed. 

Ko  allegation  of  settlement  is  made  by  either  of  the  appellants,  prior 
to  either  the  attachment  of  the  rights  of  this  defendant,  to  wit,  June 
22, 1865,  or  the  time  when  the  withdrawal  became  effective  February  14, 
1866. 


SCHOOL  LAN1>-INDEMN1TY  SELECTION-RESERVATION. 

State  of  California. 

An  application  of  the  Statu  to  select  school  indemnity^  on  a  basis  of  an  alleged  loss 
of  nnsnrveyed  lands  within  a  timber  reservationy  prior  to  an  official  determination 
of  the  number  of  townships  included  in  said  reservation,  may  be  accepted  and 
treated  as  valid,  not  in  recognition  of  any  snch  right  on  the  part  of  the  State 
bat  as  a  matter  within  departmental  discretion,  where  no  good  reason  exists  for 
adopting  a  different  course. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  15j 
(W,  V.  D.)  1897.  (W.  A.  E.) 

On  April  29, 1897,  the  Department  referred  to  your  office  for  report  a 
letter  from  Mr.  F.  A.  Hyde,  relative  to  certain  school  indemnity  selec- 
tions in  the  State  of  California. 

These  selections  were  based  upon  unsurveyed  lands  alleged  to  have 
been  lost  by  reason  of  the  timber  reservations  established  by  execative 
orders  of  February  22, 1897. 

It  was  stated  by  Mr.  Hyde  that  said  selections  were  suspended  under 
the  supposed  requirements  of  an  order  from  the  Department  tempo- 
rarily suspending  all  proceedings  under  the  forest  reservations  of 
February  22, 1897,  and  that  as  California  is  placed  on  a  different  footing 
from  the  other  States  under  the  instructions  of  July  23, 1885  (4  L.  D., 
79),  an  indefinite  suspension  of  applications  to  select  school  lands  would 
prove  a  serious  matter  to  locators  in  said  State. 

Your  office  letter  of  May  15, 1897,  reports  that: 

There  has  been  no  order  from  the  Department  directing  suspension,  bat  action 
has  been  deferred  in  cases  where  applications  to  select  indemnity  lands  have  been 
filed  based  upon  nnsurveyed  lands  alleged  to  have  been  lost  by  reason  of  the  reser- 
vations established  by  execntive  orders  of  February  22, 1897|  until  the  status  of  snch 
reserved  lands  and  the  State's  present  right  to  select  indemnity  for  losses  occasioned 
thereby  could  be  satisfactorily  determined. 

It  is  fo^rther  stated  that : 

Section  2275  U.  S.  R.  S.  amended  February  28, 1891  (26  Stat.,  796),  provides,  that 
''it  shaU  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  without  awaiting  the  exten- 
sion of  the  public  surveys,  to  ascertain  and  determine,  by  protraction  or  otherwise, 
tbe  number  of  townships  that  wiU  be  included  within  such  Indian,  military,  or  other 
reservations,  and  thereuj^on  the  State  or  Territory  shall  be  entitled  to  select  indem- 
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nity  lands  to  the  extent  of  two  sections  for  each  of  said  townships,  in  lieu  of  sections 
sixteen  and  thirty-six  therein/'  and  the  question  arises,  can  a  valid  selection  be 
made  njion  a  basis  of  reserved  lands  in  advance  of  an  official  determination  as  to  the 
number  of  townships  included  in  such  reservation.  It  is  true,  that  in  cases  of  per- 
manent reservations,  where  selections  have  been  made  on  the  basis  of  townships 
apparently  within  a  reservation,  the  selections  have  been  permitted  to  stand  upon 
ascertaining  that  the  loss  actually  existed,  the  protraction  of  the  township  lines 
being  considered  a  mere  ministerial  function ;  and  while  I  am  inclined  to  believe 
that  such  is  the  true  principle  to  be  observed  with  regard  to  permanent  reserva- 
tions, it  does  not  apply  with  the  same  force  to  reservations  temporary  in  character, 
or  concerning  which  further  executive  or  legislative  action  is  contemplated  or 
required. 

The  timber  reservations  created  by  execntive  orders  of  February  22, 
1897,  were  intended  to  be  permanent  in  character,  but  some  dissatis- 
faction having  been  occasioned  thereby,  the  matter  was  taken  up  by 
Congress,  and  at  the  time  yonr  office  letter  was  written  there  was 
pending  before  Congress  a  bill  providing  for  the  modification  of  said 
orders. 

On  June  4,  1897,  an  act,  entitled  ^^An  act  making  appropriations  for 
snndry  civil  expenses  of  the  government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
thirtieth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  and  for  other  purposes," 
was  approved.    Said  act  provides : 

That  the  executive  orders  and  proclamations,  dated  February  twenty -second, 
eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-seven,  setting  apart  and  reserving  certain  lands  in  the 
States  of  Wyoming,  Utah,  Montana,  Washington,  Idaho,  and  South  Dakota  as  forest 
reservations,  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  suspended,  and  the  lands  embraced  therein 
restored  to  the  public  domain  the  same  as  though  said  orders  and  proclamations  had 
not  been  issued :  Provided  further,  That  lands  embraced  in  such  reservations  not 
otherwise  disposed  of  before  March  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  shall 
again  become  subject  to  the  operations  of  said  orders  and  proclamations  as  now 
existing  or  hereafter  modified  by  the  President. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  action  contemplated  by  Congress  in  regard 
to  the  timber  reservations  created  by  executive  orders  of  February  22, 
1897,  has  now  been  taken,  and  that  such  action  does  not  affect  the 
timber  reservations  established  by  said  orders  in  the  State  of  California, 
which  remain  as  originally  created. 

The  status  of  the  lands  included  within  these  reservations  in  the  State 
of  California  has  apparently,  then,  been  fixed,  and  the  first  reason 
assigned  by  your  ofiBice  for  deferring  action  on  the  applications  of  the 
State  to  select  indemnity  for  unsurveyed  school  sectioDS  included  within 
such  reservations  has  been  removed. 

The  sole  remaining  question  for  consideration,  therefore,  is  whether 
a  valid  selection  can  be  made  upon  a  basis  of  reserved  lands  in  advance 
of  an  official  determination  as  to  the  number  of  townships  included  in 
such  reservations. 

Section  2275  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  February  28, 1891,  reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 

And  other  lands  of  equal  acreage  are  also  hereby  appropriated  and  granted  and 
may  be  selected  by  said  State  or  Territory  where  sections  sixteen  or  thirty-six  are 
mineral  land,  or  are  Incladed  within  any  Indian,  military,  or  other  reservationi  or 
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are  otherwise  diflposedof  by  the  United  States And  it  shall  be  the  dnty  of  the 

Secretary  of  the  Interior,  withont  awaiting  the  extension  of  the  public  surveys,  to 
ascertain  and  determinei  by  protraction  or  otherwise,  the  nnmber  of  townships  that 
will  be  indaded  within  such  Indian,  military,  or  other  reseryation,  and  thereupon 
the  State  or  Territory  shall  be  entitled  to  select  indemnity  lands  to  the  extent  of  two 
sections  for  each  of  said  townships  in  lieu  of  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six  therein* 

Under  a  strict  constraction  of  this  section  it  would  seem  that  the 
right  to  select  indemnity  for  school  lands  lost  by  reason  of  sacli  reser- 
vations does  not  accrae  to  the  State  until  after  an  official  determination 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  to  the  nnmber  of  townships  included 
within  the  reservations. 

It  appears,  however,  that  the  Department  has  heretofore  treated  the 
order  of  procedure  given  in  said  section  as  directory  rather  than  man- 
datory, and  that  it  has  been  the  custom  for  the  State  to  take  the 
initiatory  step  where  the  reservation  is  connected  with  the  public  sur- 
veys, so  that  the  calculation  as  to  what  townships  would  fall  within 
said  reservation,  if  the  surveys  were  extended,  is  a  simple  matter.  In 
such  case  the  State  files  its  application  to  select  a  certain  tract,  naming 
as  basis  an  unsurveyed  school  section  which  would  fall  within  the 
reservation  if  the  lines  of  survey  were  extended.  If  it  appears,  after 
examination,  that  the  tract  named  as  basis  is  actually  lost  to  the  State 
by  reason  of  the  reservation,  and  there  are  no  adverse  claims  to  the 
tract  selected  as  indemnity,  the  application  is  approved. 

This  method  saves  time  and  enables  the  State  to  select  indemnity 
lands  earlier  than  it  could  if  it  had  to  wait  until  after  the  Department 
had  officially  determined  the  number  of  townships  included  in  the 
reservation.  The  application  to  select  indemnity  being  on  file  at  the 
time  the  official  determination  is  made,  the  official  determination  and 
the  approval  of  the  application  are  practically  simultaneous.  So  far 
as  the  United  States  are  concerned,  it  makes  little  difiference  whether 
this  official  determination  is  made  before  or  after  the  State  files  its 
application  to  select  indemnity.  There  is  a  practical  advantage  to  the 
State,  however,  in  having  its  application  to  select  indemnity  on  file  at 
the  time  the  official  determination  is  made. 

There  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why  the  practice  heretofore  fol- 
lowed by  the  Department  should  not  be  continued.  The  amendatory 
act  of  February  28, 1891,  aims  to  facilitate  the  selection  of  indemnity 
by  the  State,  not  to  delay  it  Thus,  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 
Land  Office,  in  his  report  upon  the  bill  which  afterwards  became  the 
act  of  February  28, 1891,  said: 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  to  enable  the  proper  selection  of  indem- 
nity to  be  made  at  once,  while  good  lands  can  be  had  for  selection,  before  the  time, 
more  or  less  distant,  when  actual  surveys  of  the  reseryations  will  be  made,  and  when 
it  is  a  matter  of  course  that  the  good  lands  will  be  generally  appropriated  for  other 
purposes,  under  existing  laws. 

Judge  Gooley,  in  his  Constitutional  Limitations  (4th  Ed.  93),  says: 

Those  directions  which  are  not  of  the  essence  of  the  thing  to  be  done,  but  which 
^re  given  with  a  view  merely  to  the  proper,  orderly,  aud  prompt  conduct  of  the 
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boainess,  and  by  a  failure  to  obey  which  the  rights  of  those  inteiested  will  not  be 
prejadicedy  are  not  commonly  to  be  regarded  as  mandatory;  and  if  the  act  is  per- 
formed, bnt  not  in  the  time  or  in  the  precise  mode  indicated,  it  may  still  be  suffi- 
cient, if  that  which  is  done  accomplishes  the  substantial  purpose  of  the  statute. 
But  this  rule  presupposes  that  no  negative  words  are  employed  in  the  statute 
which  expreesly  or  by  necessary  implication  forbid  the  doing  of  the  act  at  any  other 
time  or  in  any  other  manner  thaii  as  directed. 

It  should  be  distinctly  anderstood,  however,  that  the  practice  of 
accepting  and  approving  applications  by  the  State  in  advance  of  the 
official  determination  as  to  the  number  of  townships  included,  within 
the  reservation,  is  a  favor  accorded  to  the  State  by  the  Department 
and  not  a  matter  of  right,  and  that  where  any  good  reason  exists  for 
adopting  a  contrary  course  the  Department  may  refuse  to  receive  such 
application  until  after  it  has  officially  determined  the  number  of  town- 
ships included  within  the  reservation. 

The  pending  applications  by  the  State  of  California  to  select  indem- 
nity for  unsurveyed  school  sections  included  within  the  timber  reserva- 
tions created  by  executive  orders  of  February  22, 1897,  will  be  disposed 
of  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


ini>laj^  land8-klamath  river  reservation. 
Peter  Emetsberg  et  al. 

A  homestead  settler  on  lands  within  the  Klamath  River  Indian  reservation  prior  to 
the  act  of  Jane  IT,  1892,  opening  to  entry  said  lands,  may  be  allowed  the  right 
of  parchase  provided  for  in  said  act,  in  the  absence  of  any  intervening  adverse 
olaim,  though  his  application  for  such  privilege  is  not  filed  within  the  statutory 
period. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissuyiier  of  the  General  Land  Office,  July  15 j 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

The  land  involved  herein  is  the  8E.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  12,  and 
E.  i  of  the  NE.  J  of  the  KE.  i  of  Sec.  13,  T.  13  K.,  E.  1  E..  Humboldt 
land  district,  California. 

The  claimant,  Andrew  Jackson,  made  settlement  on  the  land  in  Sep- 
tember, 1888,  made  improvements  thereon  to  the  value  of  $500,  and  was 
residing  thereon  at  the  time  he  apx)lied  to  make  entry,  June  27, 1895. 
Original  entry,  No.  29,  was  made  July  5,  1895;  commuted  cash  entry, 
No.  27,  July  23, 1896. 

The  tracts  in  qnestion  are  part  of  Klamath  Eiver  Indian  reservation, 
in  California,  which  are  subject  to  disposal  under  the  act  of  June  17, 
1892  (27  Stat.,  62),  which  provides : 

That  any  person  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  homestead  laws  of  the  United 
States  who  has  in  good  faith,  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  made  actaal  settlement 
upon  any  lands  within  said  reservation  not  allotted  under  the  foregoing  proviso  and 
not  reserved  for  the  permanent  nse  and  occupation  of  any  viUage  or  settlement  of 
Indians,  with  the  intent  to  enter  the  same  nnder  the  homestead  law  shall  have  the 
prefened  right,  at  the  expiration  of  said  period  of  one  year  to  enter  and  acquire 
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title  to  the  land  so  settled  upon,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  upon 
the  payment  therefor  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  an  acre,  and  such  settler 
shall  have  three  months  after  public  notice  given  that  such  lauds  are  subject  to  entry 
within  which  to  file  in  the  proper  land  ofiice  his  application  therefor. 

Notice  was  giveu  that  the  lands  were  open  to  entry  on  May  31, 1894, 
and  as  Jackson  did  not  file  his  application  within  three  months  from 
that  date,  your  ofiice  decided  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  right  to 
elect  whether  he  would  pay  cash  for  the  land  or  make  homestead  entry, 
and  therefore  held  his  cash  entry  No.  27  for  cancellation. 

From  this  action  Peter  Emetsberg,  Lymon  Alexander,  and  Thomas  F. 
McNamara,  transferees  of  the  said  Andrew  Jackson,  have  appealed. 

By  the  act  referred  to  the  preferred  right  to  purchase  lands  within 
said  reservation  is  conferred  upon  actual  settlers  with  intent  to  enter 
the  same  under  the  homestead  law,  and  they  are  given  three  months 
after  notice  is  given  that  the  lands  are  subject  to  entry  within  which  to 
file  their  claims  and  exercise  their  preferred  right  of  purchase  under  the 
act.  During  that  period  the  lands  are  subject  to  such  preferred  right 
of  purchase,  as  against  all  other  claimants.  But  as  between  the  gov- 
ernment and  the  settler,  in  a  case  like  this,  where  there  is  no  interven- 
ing adverse  claim  to  the  land,  I  see  no  good  reason  why  the  settler  may 
not  be  allowed  to  purchase  after  the  expiration  of  said  three  months. 

You  will  therefore  allow  Jackson  to  purchase  the  land  applied  for  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

Your  of&ce  decision  is  reversed. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-PAJL.UUE  TO  ESTA1IL.ISII  HE8IBENCE. 

Mason  v.  Wilson. 

Acts  in  compliance  with  law  performed  by  an  entryman  after  the  initiation  of  a 
conte^st,  and  prior  to  the  service  of  notice  thereof,  can  not  be  accepted  as  cnr- 
ing  a  prior  default  on  the  part  of  the  entryman,  if  said  acts  were  induced  by 
knowledge  of  the  impending  contest. 

The  poverty  of  an  entryman  may  excnsc  his  absence  from  the  land  after  the  estab- 
lishment of  residence,  but  does  not  constitute  a  sufficient  excuse  for  failure  to 
establish  residence  within  the  prescribed  period|  where  such  default  is  charged 
by  an  intervening  contestant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July  17j 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (C.  J.  W.) 

Andrew  L.  Wilson  made  homestead  entry  No.  20560,  for  the  SE.  4, 
Sec.  6,  T.  141  N.,  R.  80  W.,  Fai^o,  North  Dakota,  on  May  18,  1893. 
On  the  21st  of  November,  1894,  Hnlbert  Mason  filed  afiBidavit  of  con- 
test against  said  entry,  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  defendant  has 
abandoned  the  land  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  the  entry, 
and  next  prior  to  the  date  of  said  affidavit,  and  that  as  a  matter  of 
fact  he  had  never  resided  npon  the  land  since  his  entry,  and  had  never 
had  a  building  on  the  same  fit  for  habitation,  or  that  was  ased  for  a 
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dwelling,  and  that  said  tract  was  not  settled  upon  and  cnltivated  as 
required  by  law.  A  bearing  was  asked  that  contestant  might  prove 
his  allegations.  Notice  issued  directing  the  parties  to  appear  at  the 
office  of  Hiram  O.  Stert,  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Barnes  county, 
and  submit  their  testimony  on  January  9, 1895,  and  that  the  same  be 
reported  to  the  register  and  receiver  on  January  16, 1895.  The  hearing 
was  had  and  the  evidence  reported  in  accordance  with  said  order,  when 
the  final  hearing  occurred  before  the  local  officers  on  January  16, 1895. 

On  July  22, 1895,  said  officers  rendered  a  decision,  finding  the  charges 
sustained  and  recommending  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

The  defendant  appealed,  and  on  February  26, 1896,  your  office  affirmed 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

The  case  comes  betbre  the  Department  on  further  appeal  of  the 
defendant  from  your  office  decision.  The  grounds  of  the  appeal  are  as 
follows: 

m 

Ist.  That  said  decision  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  evidence,  in  that  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  defendant  was  actnally  residing  upon  and  cultivating  the 
land,  previously  and  at  the  time  of  service  of  notice  of  contest. 

2d.  The  testimony  shows  that  the  defendant  resided  upon  and  cultivated  the  tract 
to  the  best  of  his  means  and  ability. 

3d.  The  testimony  shows  that  defendant  intended  to  fully  comply  with  the  homo- 
Mt<'ad  laws^  hnt  could  not  strictly  comply  with  them  because  of  his  poverty. 

The  evidence  discloses  the  fact  that  defendant  had  no  habitable 
building  on  the  land,  and  had  never  resided  on  it  prior  to  the  filing  of 
contest,  about  eighteen  months  after  the  date  of  his  entry.  He  had  in 
fact  cultivated  five  acres  of  the  land  for  a  year  and  had  prepared  ten 
for  cultivation  and  cannot  be  held  to  be  in  default  in  reference  to  culti- 
vation, considering  his  financial  condition;  but  his  failure  to  establish 
residence  and  reside  upon  the  land  is  another  matter.  (Davis  r.  Kamin- 
sky,  10  L.  D.,  346.)  Inasmuch  as  he  finally  took  up  his  residence  upon 
4;he  land,  that  is  the  turning  point  in  the  case.  If  the  case  was  proceed- 
ing between  the  entryman  and  the  government  alone,  it  might  be  held 
that  he  had  cured  his  default,  but  the  rule  is  not  the  same  when  the 
rights  of  a  contestant  have  intervened.  In  such  case  the  default  may 
be  cured  at  any  time  before  the  initiation  of  a  contest,  and  the  date  at 
which  the  rights  of  a  contestant  may  be  said  generally  to  be  initiated 
is  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  afiidavit  of  contest,  but  the  date 
of  notice  to  the  entryman  of  the  commencement  of  such  proceedings 
is  the  date  from  which  the  entryman's  rights  will  be  afiected.  In  this 
case  the  entryman  commenced  to  reside  upon  the  land  between  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  the  contest  and  its  formal  service  upon  him.  On 
this  subject  he  himself  testifies  that  he  slept  on  the  land  the  first  time 
the  25th  or  26th  of  November,  1894,  and  that  the  date  of  the  written 
notice  is  about  21st  of  November,  though  not  served  on  that  day.  He 
is  asked  if  he  did  not  have  information  that  the  claim  was  contested 
before  the  written  notice  was  served  upon  him,  to  which  he  answers, 
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'<  I  Lad  heard  something  about  it."  He  is  asked  again,  ^^  Is  it  a  fact  or 
is  it  not  that  after  you  got  information  that  your  claim  was  contested 
you  for  the  first  time  took  some  bedding  over  to  the  shanty  f"  to  which 
he  answers,  ^'  that  is  the  first  time."  Again  he  is  asked,  <^  It  is  a  fact 
is  it  not  that  you  never  cooked  or  caused  to  be  cooked  a  meal  of 
victuals  on  the  tract  in  question  prior  to  the  month  of  December, 
1894!"  to  which  he  answers,  "  Yes  sir." 

The  defendant  was  a  single  man  and  resided  with  his  mother  on  a 
farm  one  and  three-quarters  miles  from  the  claim  in  question  and  had 
done  so  for  about  eighteen  months  after  his  entry,  and  it  is  apparent 
that  it  was  the  information  he  received  that  his  claim  was  contested 
which  caused  him  to  carry  bedding  and  commence  to  slee^)  on  his  claim. 
In  cases  where  eutrymen  have  failed  to  establish  residence  within  the 
time  required  by  law  after  making  entry,  and  are  called  upon  to  show 
cause  why  the  entry  should  not  be  cancelled,  and  show,  for  cause,  that 
they  have  cured  the  default  by  establishing  residence  before  the  hear- 
ing, the  case  being  entirely  between  the  government  and  the  entry- 
man,  the  default  may  be  excused,  if  good  faith  is  otherwise  manifested, 
but  it  is  not  a  legal  right  upon  which  the  defendant  may  rely.  Where 
the  showing  is  the  result  of  a  contest  initiated  with  a  view  to  entry 
by  the  contestant,  the  default  cannot  be  excused,  if  the  acts  of  late 
compliance  with  law  relied  upon  were  caused  by  and  are  directly 
traceable  to  the  contest,  and  are  not  voluntary  acts  of  good  faith  upon 
the  part  of  the  entry  man.  The  poverty  of  the  entryman  in  this  case 
is  the  chief  ground  relied  upon  to  excuse  his  failure  to  establish  resi- 
dence within  the  prescribed  time.  The  showing  made  would  have 
force  as  an  excuse  for  absence  after  the  establishment  of  residence,  but 
is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  failure  to  establish  residence. 

In  the  case  of  Keddiug  v.  Biley  (9  L.  D.,  523),  it  was  held — 

that  the  failure  of  a  homesteader  to  establish  residence  within  six  months  from 
entry  warrants  cancellation,  if  such  default  is  not  cured  prior  to  the  initiation  of 
contest. 

2.  That  official  duty  cannot  be  accepted  as  an  excuse  for  absence  from  the  land,  if 
residence  in  good  faith  was  not  acquired  prior  thereto. 

The  same  legal  necessity  suggests  the  holding  that  x)overty  is  not  an 
excuse  for  absence  until  after  residence  is  established,  as  held  by  your 
office.  It  is  to  be  said  to  the  credit  of  the  defendant  that  he  has 
manifested  no  bad  faith,  except  in  the  matter  of  residence,  and  for  his 
default  in  this  respect  he  offers  such  excuse  as  might  be  accepted  but 
for  the  intervening  rights  of  the  contestant  which  are  legal  and  must 
be  recognized. 

Tour  office  decision  is  affirmed,  and  the  defendant's  entry  held  for 
cancellation,  subject  to  the  contestant's  right  of  entry. 
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BAILBOAD  LANDS-KOnCE  OP  BESTOKATION-INDEMNITT  SELECTIONS. 

NoETHERN  Pacific  B.  R.  Go. 

The  Northern  Pacific  company  should  be  allowed  to  specify  new  bases  for  selections 
made  on  account  of  lands  within  the  limits  formerly  recognized  east  of  the 
terminal  established  at  Dalath. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  17, 
(W.  Y.  D.)  1897.  (F.  W.  O.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  "F",  of  the  13th  instant,  trans- 
mitting for  my  approval  directions  to  the  local  officers  at  Duluth, 
Minnesota,  and  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  to  publish  for  thirty  days  in  some 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  the  vicinity  of  the  lands  affected, 
a  notice  of  departmental  decision  of  August  27, 1896  (23  L.  D.,  204),  in 
the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  to  the  effect  that 
all  lands  lying  east  of  the  terminus  of  said  company's  grant  established 
at  Duluth,  and  theretofore  withdrawn,  have  been  restored  to  the  public 
domain  and  are  subject  to  entry. 

In  this  connection  I  note  that  in  the  decision  of  August  27, 1896, 
supra,  no  directions  were  given  permitting  the  company  to  specify  new 
bases  for  selections  theretofore  made  on  account  of  lands  within  the 
limits  formerly  recognized  east  of  the  terminal  established  at  Duluth. 

In  departmental  decision  of  November  13, 1895  (21  L.  D.,  412),  which 
directed  the  temporary  establishment  of  a  terminal  line  at  Superior 
City,  Wisconsin,  it  was  said : — 

I  further  learn  opon  inquiry  at  yonr  office  that  the  lands  eaat  of  Superior  City 
were  made  the  basis  for  the  selection  of  a  large  quantity  of  lands  from  the  indemnity 
belt  of  the  company's  grant  in  North  Dakota.  These  selections  having  been  made 
some  while  ago,  many,  if  not  all,  of  the  lands  selected  have,  perhaps,  been  sold  by 
the  company. 

The  previous  action  of  this  Department  giving  color  to  the  company's  right  to  a 
grant  east  of  Superior  City,  and  the  application  of  the  rule  that  the  indemnity  lands 
should  be  selected  nearest  to  those  lost,  were  the  probable  causes  for  the  specifica- 
tion of  these  lands  as  a  basis  for  the  selections  referred  to. 

In  view  thereof,  I  have  to  direct  that  the  company  be  allowed  sixty  days  Arom 
notice  of  this  decision  within  which  to  specify  a  new  basis  for  any  of  its  indemnity 
selections  avoided  by  this  decision,  and  that  daring  that  period  no  contests  against 
such  selections,  where  the  charge  is  that  the  basis  was  made  of  lands  east  of  Superior 
City,  or  application  to  enter  under  the  settlement  laws,  will  be  received. 

This  same  rule  should  be  adopted  and  I  have  to  direct  that  the  com- 
pany be  notified  accordingly. 

The  directions  to  the  local  officers  at  Duluth,  Minnesota,  and  Ash- 
land, Wisconsin,  are  returned  herewith  approved. 
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Dbpabtment  of  the  Intkbiob, 

Gbnera^l  Land  Office, 

WoBhington,  D.  C,  July  17, 1897, 
Register  and  Rbcbivbb, 

Duluthf  Minn. 

Sirs:  On  An^st  27, 18d6  (23  L.  X>,,  204)  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  rendered  a 
decision  wherein  he  held  that  the  initial  point  on  Lake  Superior  or  the  eastern  ter- 
minus of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  at  Dnluth,  Minne- 
sota, and  on  December  24, 1896  he  approved  a  diagram  prepared  by  this  office  showing 
tbe  eastern  terminal  of  the  grant. 

On  January  23, 1897  a  copy  of  so  much  of  said  diagram  as  related  to,  or  affected 
lands  within,  your  district,  was  transmitted  to  you  for  the  use  and  guidance  of  yonr 
office. 

The  decision  of  the  Secretary  aforesaid  had  the  cff'ect  of  restoring  to  the  public 
domain  all  lands  lying  east  of  said  terminal  which  had  theretofore  been  withdrawn 
on  account  of  the  grant  to  said  raib'oad  company.  Therefore,  to  the  end  that  all 
persons  interested  may  have  opportunity  to  present  any  claims  they  may  have  to  any 
of  these  lands,  you  will  cause  to  be  published  for  the  period  of  thirty  days  in  some 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  their  vicinity,  a  notice  referring  to  said  Secre- 
tary's decision  which  in  effect  declared  that  all  lands  previously  withdrawn  on 
account  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  lying  east  of  the 
terminal  established  at  Duluth,  are  restored  to  the  public  domain  and  are  subject  to 
disposal  at  your  office.  It  should  be  specifically  stated  in  said  notice  that  all  persons 
claiming  rights,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.  556), 
through  purchase  from  the  railroad  company,  should  come  forward  and  assert  their 
claims  at  the  earliest  possible  date  in  order  to  avoid  conflicts  which  will  necessarily 
arise  through  entries  made  under  the  general  laud  laws,  your  office  having  no  informa- 
tion as  to  the  tracts  likely  to  be  claimed  under  said  act. 

The  receiver,  as  disbursing  officer,  will  pay  the  cost  of  the  pnblication  and  forward 

a  copy  of  the  notice,  with  proof  of  publication  as  his  voucher  for  the  disbursement. 

Very  respectfully, 

Binge R  Hermann, 

Approved,  CommxBsUmw. 

C.  N.  Buss, 

Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Note :  Similar  directions  were  given  on  the  same  date  as  above  to  the  IocaI  office 
at  Ashland,  Wisconsin. 


FOREST   RKSERVATION— Y08EMITE    NATIONAI^  PARK-MTNTNG   CLAIM. 

Opinion. 

The  act  of  October  1,  1890,  directing  the  establishment  of  the  forest  reservation, 
known  as  tbe  Yosemite  National  Park,  did  not  affect  or  impair  rights  acquired 
under  a  mineral  location  duly  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act;  and  tbe 
owner  of  sncli  a  claim  should  be  permitted  the  necessary  use,  for  purposes  of 
ingress  and  egress,  of  lands  reserved  by  said  act,  subject  to  such  reasonable  rules 
as  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  right  of  a  miner  to  cut  timber  within  said  reservation  is  restricted  to  the  land 
embraced  within  his  mining  claim. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Van  Bevanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ 

July  20y  1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  tbe  receipt,  by  reference  of  the  7th 
instant  from  Mr.  Acting  Secretary  Eyan,  of  a  letter  from  tbe  acting 
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saperinteiident  of  the  Yosemite  National  Park  and  of  the  papers  and 
correspondence  mentioned  therein.  This  reference  is  <^  for  an  opinion 
with  regard  to  the  legal  status  of  the  mining  claim  in  question  nnder 
the  act  of  October  1, 1890  (26  Stat,,  650),  and  for  proper  replies  to  the 
inquiries  No.  1,  2,  and  3  propounded  by  the  acting  8ux>erintendent'' 
aforesaid.  These  inquiries,  or  points  upon  which  the  acting  sux)erin- 
tendent  requests  instructions  are: 

1.  As  to  the  extent  of  anthority  vested  in  the  acting  superintendent  in  regulating 
the  working  of  valid  claims. 

2.  In  regard  to  determining  when  claims  are  to  be  considered  as  lapsed  or  aban- 
doned, as  by  reason  of  failnre  to  perform  necessary  assessment  work,  or  to  record 
the  same. 

3.  As  to  regulations  of  miners'  rights  outside  of  their  claim  limits,  as  in  the 
construction  of  trails,  roads,  ditches,  cuttiug  timber  for  mining  purposes,  etc.,  etc. 

It  wonld  appear  from  the  papers  submitted  that  on  August  6, 1879, 
there  was  duly  located,  by  August  Cordes  and  Wm.  A.  Hoyt,  on  the 
western  slope  of  Mt.  Gibbs,  in  township  1  south,  range  25  E.,  M.  D.  M., 
in  Tioga  Mining  District,  California,  a  lode  mining  claim  known  as  the 
New  Brunswick  Gold  and  Silver  Mining  Claim,  and  that  this  claim  has 
ever  since  been  held  and  worked  in  compliance  with  the  mining  laws. 
Said  Cordes  alleges  that  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  location  and  com- 
pliance since  with  the  mining  laws,  he  is  the  present  owner  of  this 
claim,  in  connection  with  which,  and  as  being  absolutely  necessary  in 
order  to  pack  the  ore  out  to  a  mill  and  concentrator  and  to  market  it,  he 
has  built  a  trail  along  Bloody  Canon,  within  said  park,  but  outside  of 
his  claim,  at  an  expense  of  $150.  He  claims  the  possessory  title  to  this 
mining  claim  and  the  right  to  use  and  maintain  the  said  trail  for  the 
purpose  above  stated,  notwithstanding  the  act  of  October  1, 1890,  supra. 

By  the  first  section  of  said  act  the  township  in  which  said  claim  is 
located,  and  certain  other  lands  as  therein  described,  now  known  as  the 
"Yosemite  National  Park,"  in  the  State  of  California,  were  "reserved 
and  withdrawn  from  settlement,  occupancy,  or  sale  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  set  apart  as  reserved  forest  lands";  and  it  was 
therein  declared  that — 

aU  persons  who  shall  locate  or  settle  upon,  or  occupy  the  same  or  any  part  thereof, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided,  shall  be  considered  trespassers  and  removed  there- 
from:  Provided,  however,  That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  as  in  anywise 
affecting  ....  any  bona  jide  entry  of  land  made  within  the  limits  above  described 
under  any  law  of  the  United  States  prior  to  the  approval  of  this  act. 

And  in  the  second  section  of  said  act  it  was  further  declared — 

The  said  reservation  shall  be  nnder  the  exclusive  control  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  whose  dnty  it  shall  be,  as  soon  as  practicable,  to  make  and  publish  such 
mles  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  necessary  or  proper  for  *he  care  and  manage- 
ment of  the  same.  Snch  regulations  shall  provide  for  the  preservation  from  injury 
of  all  timber,  mineral  deposits,  natural  curiosities,  or  wonders  within  said  reserva- 
tion, and  their  retention  in  their  natural  condition. 

In  pursuance  of  the  duty  thus  enjoined,  Mr.  Secretary  Smith,  on  June 
2670— VOL  26 4 
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1, 189G,  made  and  promulgated  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Yosemite 
National  Park,  Eule  4  of  which  reads : 

No  person  shall  cut,  break,  remove,  impair,  or  interfere  with  any  trees,  shmbs, 
plants,  timber,  minerals,  mineral  deposits,  cariosities,  wonders,  or  other  objects  of 
interest  in  the  park ;  and  all  of  the  same  shall  be  retained  in  their  natural  condition. 

In  discuis^sing  the  rights  of  locators  of  lode  claims,  or  parties  holding 
under  locations  of  such  claims,  the  supreme  court,  in  the  case  of  Koyes 
V.  Mantle  (127  U.  S,, pp.  351  and  353),  said: 

Section  2322  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  re-enacting  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  May  10,  1872  (17  Stat.,  91),  declares  that  the  locators  of  mining  locations  pre- 
viously made  or  which  should  thereafter  be  made,  on  any  mineral  vein,  lode,  or  ledge 
on  the  public  domain,  their  heirs  aud  assigns,  where  no  adverse  claim  existed  on  the 
10th  of  May,  1872,  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  of  possession  and  enjoyment  of  all 
the  surface  included  within  the  lines  of  their  locations,  so  long  as  they  comply  with 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  with  State,  territorial,  and  local  regulations,  not 
in  conflict  with  those  laws  governing  their  possessory  title.  There  is  no  pretence 
m  this  case  that  the  original  locators  did  not  comply  with  all  the  requirements  of 
the  law  in  making  the  location  of  the  Pay  Streak  lode  mining  claim,  or  that  the 
claim  was  ever  abandoned  or  forfeited.  They  were  the  discoverers  of  the  claim. 
They  marked  its  boundaries  by  stakes,  so  that  they  could  be  readily  traced.  They 
posted  the  required  notice,  which  was  duly  recorded  in  compliance  with  the  regula- 
tions of  the  district.  They  had  thus  done  all  that  was  U(*ccs8ary  under  the  law  for 
the  acquisition  of  an  exclusive  right  to  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  ground. 
The  claim  was  thencefoi*th  their  property.  They  needed  only  a  patent  of  the  United 
States  to  render  their  title  perfect,  and  that  they  could  obtain  at  any  time  upon  proof 
of  what  they  had  done  in  locating  the  claim,  and  of  subsequent  expenditures  to  a 
specified  amount  in  developing  it.  Until  the  patent  issued  the  government  held  the 
title  in  trust  for  the  locators  or  tlieir  vendees.  The  ground  itself  was  not  afterwards 
open  to  sale. 

*  *  *  As  said  in  Belk  r.  Meagher,  104  U.  S.,  279,  283 :  "  A  mining  claim  perfected 
under  the  law  is  property  in  the  highest  sense  of  that  term,  which  may  be  bought, 
sold,  and  conveyed,  and  will  pass  by  descent."  It  is  not,  therefore,  subject  to  the 
disposal  of  the  government. 

In  Belk  v.  Meagher,  supra^  upon  the  same  question  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Waite,  speaking  for  the  court  concerning  the  status  of  certain  mineral 
land  under  locations  thereof  made  prior  to  December  19, 1876,  on  which 
latter  date  Belk  made  the  relocation  under  which  he  claimed,  further 
said: 

On  the  19th  of  December  the  right  to  the  possession  of  this  property  was  Jnst  as 
much  withdrawn  from  the  public  domain  as  the  fee  is  by  a  valid  grant  from  the 
United  States  under  the  authority  of  law,  or  the  possession  by  a  valid  and  subsisting 
homestead  or  pre-emption  entry.  As  the  United  States  could  not  at  the  time  give 
Belk  the  right  to  take  possession  of  the  property  for  the  purpose  of  making  his  loca- 
tion, because  there  was  an  existing  outstanding  grant  of  the  exclusive  right  of  pos- 
session and  enjoyment,  it  wouhl  seem  necessarily  to  follow  that  any  tortious  entry 
he  might  make  nmst  be  unavailing  for  the  purposes  of  a  valid  location  of  a  claim 
under  the  act  of  Congress.  A  location  to  be  effectual  must  be  good  at  the  time  it  is 
made.  When  perfected  it  has  the  effect  of  a  grant  by  the  United  States  of  the  right 
of  present  and  exclusive  possession. 

As  has  been  seen,  "any  bona  fide  entry  of  lands"  within  said  park, 
made  prior  to  the  act  of  October  1, 1890,  was  specifically  excepted  from 
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the  operatlou  thereof.  No  mention  is  made  therein  of  any  existing 
mining  claim  for  which  entry  had  not  been  made.  No  speciiic  excep- 
tion was  really  necessary  to  reserve  any  land  duly  entered  from  the 
operation  of  the  act  since  such  land,  being  then  already  appropriated, 
was  not  subject  to  other  disposition  by  Congress;  and  it  is  equally  clear 
from  the  language  of  the  supreme  court  iu  the  cases  cited  above,  that 
no  exception  was  needed  to  reserve  any  mining  claim  duly  located  aud 
held  in  compliance  with  the  mining  laws  at  the  date  of  said  act.  The 
right  to  the  possession  and  use  of  such  a  claim  and  ultimately  to  perfect 
title  to  the  same  in  accordance  with  the  mining  laws  was  a  property 
right  and  was  just  as  much  protected  by  the  constitutional  guaranty 
that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation  as  was  '^  any  bona  fide  entry"  mentioned  iu  said  proviso. 
So  long  as  the  owner  of  the  New  Brunswick  claim,  or  any  one  regularly 
holding  under  him,  complies  with  the  mining  laws,  the  ownership  of 
the  possessory  title  thereto  aud  the  right  to  operate  the  mine  will  not 
be  in  any  way  impaired  by  the  said  act  or  by  said  Eule  4,  to  which  Mr. 
Cordes  calls  special  attention. 

The  necessary  use  of  the  park  lauds  for  purpose  of  ingress  and  egress 
Mr.  Cordes  should,  iu  my  opinion,  be  permitted  to  enjoy,  subject  to 
such  reasonable  rules  as  the  Secretary  ot  the  Interior  nmy  make  under 
the  authority  given  him  in  said  act  (See  opinion  of  Mr.  Assistant 
Attorney  General  Shields,  dated  January  i5,  1892,  in  case  of  the  Hite 
Lode  aud  Mill  Site).  This  will  apply,  of  course,  to  the  use  of  the  trail 
already  constructed  by  him  along  Bloody  Canon.  The  foregoing  cov- 
ers generally  the  case  presented  by  Mr.  Cordes  and  the  inquiries  of 
the  acting  superintendent  of  the  park. 

Answering  each  inquiry  specifically,!  advise  you  that,  as  to  the  first 
there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  authority  vested  in  such  superintend- 
ent to  regulate  in  any  way  the  working  of  miniug  claims  within  said 
park;  as  to  the  second,  that  he  has  no  authority  to  determine  when 
such  claims  ^^  are  to  be  considered  as  lapsed  or  abandoned";  and  as  to 
the  third,  that  the  rights  of  Mr.  Cordes  as  to  the  trail  constructed  by 
him  have  been  already  indicated.  He  is  not  claiming  the  right  to  con- 
struct any  road  or  ditch,  or  to  cut  timber  outside  of  his  claim,  and  there 
are,  therefore,  no  facts  before  me  upon  which  to  base  an  opinion,  and 
no  call  for  an  opinion  as  to  such  right  in  his  case. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  law  by  virtue  of  which  any  miner  has  now,  or 
has  had  at  any  time  since  the  passage  of  said  act,  the  right  to  cut  tim- 
ber within  said  park  outside  the  limits  of  his  own  claim.  In  United 
States  t?.  Benjamin  (21  Fed.  Hep.,  285)  it  was  held  by  Judge  Sawyer, 
construing  the  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  88),  and  the  other  act  of 
same  date  (20  Stat.,  89),  that  the  second  act  only  applied  to  public 
lands  in  California,  and  that  in  that  State  a  miner  had  no  right  to  cut 
timber  outside  his  own  claim,  upon  public  lands.  Much  more,  then, 
since  the  act  of  October  1, 1890,  reserving  the  lands  in  said  park,  is  a 
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miner  on  a  claim  thereiu,  although  such  claim  was  duly  located  and 
subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  act,  restricted  from  cutting  timber  on 
such  lands  outside  his  own  claim.  I  do  not  think  such  miner  has  a 
right  to  construct  any  road  or  ditch  therein  unless  the  same  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  the  development  of  his  claim,  and  then  authority 
for  such  construction  should  be  first  obtained  from  the  Secretary,  and 
the  construction  be  done  under  his  sui>ervi8ion. 

Relative  to  the  inquiry  numbered  2, 1  would  respectfully  suggest  that 
the  superintendent  of  said  park  be  instructed  that  in  case  any  claim 
which  was  duly  located  and  subsisting  at  the  date  of  said  act  shall  be 
made  to  appear  to  him  as  having  been  abandoned,  that  he  report  the 
facts  in  the  case  to  the  Secretary  for  his  consideration  and  action. 

Approved,  July  20,  1897, 
O.  N.  Bliss, 

Secretary. 


PRACTICJK— EVII>KNCE— VAnTAXCE-OB,JECTIOX. 

ScHMiD  V.  Watt's  IIeibs. 

An  objection  to  testimony  ou  the  ground  of  variance  between  the  charge  aa  laid  in 
the  affidavit  of  contest,  und  that  set  forth  in  the  notice  of  the  hearing,  cornea  too 
late  when  raised  for  the  iirst  time  on  appeal. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j  July20y 
(W.V.D.)  1897.  (F.W.C.) 

An  appeal  has  been  filed  by  Mary  E.  Wiley,  guardian  of  George  C. 
and  Maria  E.  Watt,  minor  children  of  Thomas  K.  Watt,  deceased,  from 
your  office  decision  of  February  13, 189G,  holding  for  cancellation  her 
homestead  entry  covering  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  26,  T.  20  F.,  R.  9  W.,  Alva 
land  district,  Oklahoma. 

On  September  27, 1893,  Mary  E.  Wiley,  guardian  of  George  O.  and 
Maria  E.  Watt,  minor  children  of  Thomas  K.  Watt,  a  deceased  soldier, 
made  in  her  own  name,  as  such  guardian,  homestead  declaratory  state- 
ment No.  47,  for  the  land  above  described. 

On  the  following  day  Mary  E.  Schmid  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
same  land. 

On  March  22, 1894,  Mary  E.  Wiley,  <as  guardian  of  the  above  named 
children,  made  homestead  entry  of  this  land.  Thereafter  Mary  E. 
Schmid  was  called  upon  to  show  cause  why  her  entry  should  not  be 
canceled  for  conflict  with  the  entry  made  by  Mary  E.  Wiley,  as  guard- 
ian. In  answer  to  the  rule  Mary  E.  Schmid  filed  her  corroborated  affi- 
davit in  which  she  alleged  settlement  on  the  land  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  filing  by  Mary  E.  Wiley,  as  guardian.  Further,  that  "  said  Mary 
E.  Wiley  has  not  made  any  improvements  on  said  land  as  required  by 
law."    Hearing  was  ordered  ui>on  said  affidavit  by  your  office  letter 
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"C"  of  Angust  11, 1894,  to  determine  the  respective  rights  of  the  par- 
ties in  the  premises,  which  hearing  was  duly  held  !N^ovember  10, 1894. 
Upon  the  testimony  adduced  the  local  officers  on  June  18,  1895,  rec- 
ommended the  cancellation  of  the  entry  by  Mary  E.  Wiley,  as  guanlian, 
and  that  the  entry  by  Mary  E.  Schmid  be  permitted  to  remain  intact. 

Motion  was  filed  for  review  of  said  decision,  which  was  denied  by 
the  local  officers  on  August  13, 1895,  and  two  days  later  an  appeal  was 
filed,  said  appeal  being  considered  in  your  office  decision  of  February 
13, 1896,  in  which  you  sustained  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  and 
held  for  cancellation  the  homestead  entry  by  Mary  B.  Wiley,  as  guard- 
ian, from  which  appeal  has  been  taken  to  this  Department. 

The  tract  in  controversy  is  within  the  Cherokee  Outlet  something 
over  half  a  mile  north  of  the  south  line  thereof,  and  both  parties  allege 
settlement  on  the  day  of  opening  under  the  President's  proclamation, 
each  alleging  settlement  thereon  within  two  or  three  minutes  after 
twelve  o^clock,  noon,  September  16, 1893. 

The  testimony  is  conflicting  as  to  which  of  the  parties  performed  the 
first  act  of  settlement,  but  the  preponderance  of  testimony  sustains  the 
claim  that  Mary  E.  Schmid  was  the  prior  settler.  She  made  the  race 
together  with  her  father  and  other  relatives,  her  father  taking  the 
adjoining  tract.  She  does  not  appear  to  have  taken  up  an  actual  resi- 
dence upon  the  land  until  about  March  11,  at  which  time  her  house  had 
been  completed  about  three  days.  This  was  nearly  six  mouths  from 
the  date  of  her  entry,  and  no  excuse  is  offered  for  her  failure  to  estab- 
lish an  earlier  residence. 

The  minor  children  of  Thomas  K.  Watt,  deceased,  are  not,  however, 
in  a  position  to  take  advantage  of  whatever  might  be  the  result  of  the 
laches  of  Mrs.  Schmid  in  failing  to  establish  her  residence  for  such  a 
period  from  the  date  of  her  settlement,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  clearly 
shown  that  they  had  not  complied  with  the  law  as  to  improvement  and 
cultivation  of  the  tract,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  such  failure  resulted 
from  causes  beyond  their  control. 

As  before  stated,  the  affidavit  upon  which  this  hearing  was  ordered, 
in  addition  to  the  allegations  of  prior  settlement  charges  that  <<  Mary 
E.  Wiley,  has  not  made  any  improvement  on  said  land  as  required  by 
law.''  The  notice  of  the  hearing  ordered  upon  said  affidavit  did  not 
include  the  charge  above  quoted.  At  the  time  of  the  hearing,  however, 
no  objection  was  made  to  the  variance  between  the  affidavit  made  the 
basis  for  the  hearing  and  the  charge  contained  in  the  notice.  While 
local  officers  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  parties  by  the  notice,  yet  the 
basis  for  the  hearing  is  the  charge  contained  in  the  complaint  or  contest 
affidavit. 

Had  objection  been  made  to  the  variance,  new  notice  would  have  been 
necessary,  unless  the  defect  was  waived. 

A  general  appearance  was  entered  however,  and  testimony  was  offered 
on  behalf  of  the  guardian,  tending  to  explain  or  excuse  her  failure  to 
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cultivate  the  land.  Fnrtber,  while  a  general  objection  was  made  to  the 
introduction  of  some  of  the  testimony  tending  to  show  her  failure  to 
cultivate  and  improve  the  tract,  yet  much  of  the  testimony  of  this 
character  was  taken  without  objection. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  objection  made  in  the  appeal  to 
the  consideration  of  the  testimony  on  said  charge  comes  too  late. 

The  record  clearly  sustains  the  finding  that  the  guardian  failed  to  cul- 
tivate and  improve  the  tract  as  required  by  law. 

The  appeal  also  urges  that  Mary  E.  Schmid  is  not  qualified  to  make 
a  homestead  entry,  but  the  record  does  not  sustain  this  claim. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  matter,  I  affirm  your  office  deci- 
sion and  direct  that  the  entry  made  by  Mary  E.  Wiley,  as  guardian,  be 
canceled. 


PATE  N  T-J  UIII8D I  CmON— FILI NG . 

Martin  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  K.  Co. 

The  Departmeut  liAH  no  jnrisdiction  over  patented  lands,  not  even  to  direct  that 
a  liling  therefor  bo  received  and  held  to  await  the  reealt  of  proceedings  already 
iostitnted  to  vacate  the  patent. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  21  ^ 
( W.  Y.  D.)  1897.  (G.  C.  R.) 

Henry  C.  Martin  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  May  16, 
1896,  which  affirms  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  rejecting  his 
coal  declaratory  statement  for  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J  anil  the  NW.  J  of 
the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  25,  T.  24  N.,  R.  5  E.,  Seattle,  Washington.  Said  filing 
was  rejected  because  the  said  tracts  were  patented  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  on  December  13, 1894. 

It  appears  that  on  June  12, 1868,  one  Charles  Holland  filed  his  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  for  the  same  land,  and  that  this  filing 
was  of  record  at  the  date  (March  26, 1884,)  when  said  company  filed  its 
map  of  definite  location.  For  this  reason  it  would  appear  that  the 
land  was  erroneously  patented  to  the  company,  and  proceedings  have 
already  been  commenced  looking  to  the  recovery  of  the  title  to  said 
tracts,  with  others  similarly  situated,  to  the  United  States. 

The  lands  having  been  patented,  the  Department,  under  their  present 
status,  has  no  jurisdiction  over  them,  not  even  to  direct  that  the  filing 

"be  received  and  held  to  await  action in  the  matter  of  the 

cancellation  of  the  patent,"  as  insisted  upon. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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OKLAHOMA  LANDS-CHEROKEE  OUTLET-PRESIDENT'S  PROCLAMA- 
TION. 

Brady  et  al.  v.  Williams  (On  Review). 

The  period  of  inhibition  against  entering  upon  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  dates 
Arom  the  proclamation  of  the  President  announcing  the  time  when  said  lands 
wonid  be  opene<l  to  settlement. 

The  regulations  with  respeot  to  opening  the  Cherokee  Outlet,  made  under  direction 
of  the  President  and  incorporated  in  his  proclamation,  provided  for  an  entering 
strip  one  hundred  feet  in  width  around  and  immediately  within  the  outer 
boundaries  of  the  entire  tract  of  country  to  be  opened,  and  can  not  be  abrogated 
or  modified  by  the  act  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  alone. 

The  prohibitory  provisions  of  the  statute  opening  to  settlement  the  lands  known  as 
the  "Cherokee  Outlet/'  and  the  President's  proclamation  thereunder,  did  not 
apply  to  the  whole  of  said  Outlet,  but  only  to  such  portion  thereof  as  should  be 
declared  open  to  settlement  uuiler  said  proclamation,  and  hence  are  not  appli- 
cable to  Indian  reservations  within  said  Outlet  excluded  from  settlement,  but 
adjacent  to  the  lands  opened  under  said  proclamation. 

The  fact  that  a  settler  on  lands  in  said  Outlet  may  have  trespassed  upon  adjacent 
Indian  reservations,  in  reaching  said  lands,  will  not  in  itself  disqualify  him 
from  making  a  homestead. 

While  the  doctrine  of  etare  deciniB  is  recognized  and  followed  by  the  Department,  it 
will  not  be  held  applicable  to  a  decision  that  is  violative  of  the  law,  and 
operates  to  take  away  a  statutory  right. 

Hecretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  24^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

Motions  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  23,  1896 
{23  L.  D.,  533),  have  been  separately  filed  by  counsel  for  John  H. 
McDonald  and  John  M.  Dahl.  It  was  det<ermined  by  said  decision  that 
Michael  Brswly  was  the  prior  settler  on  the  NW.  \,  Sec.  30,  Tp.  26  N., 
E.  1  E.,  Perry,  Oklahoma,  land  district.  The  principal  feature  of  the 
case,  however,  is  that  the  case  of  Oagle  v.  Mendcuhall  (20  L.  D.,  447,) 
was  overruled,  and  the  motions  for  review,  as  well  as  the  argument  of 
counsel,  both  oral  and  printed,  are  largely  addressed  to  this  one 
question. 

There  is  one  other  suggestion  of  error  that  will  be  disposed  of  first, 
and  that  is,  that  Brady  was  disqualified,  by  reason  of  entering  the 
territory  about  August  3,  between  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
opening  the  Cherokee  Outlet  for  settlement,  March  3, 1893,  and  the  date 
of  the  issuance  of   the  President's  proclamation,  August  19,  following. 

This  question  has  been  decided  by  the  Department  in  Townsite  v. 
Morgan  et  al.y  (21  L.  D,,  496)  and  Bowles  v.  Praizer  (22  L.  D.,  310), 
wherein  it  was  said  that 

the  period  of  inhibition  against  entering  upon  lands  iu  the  Cherokee  Outlet  dates 
from  the  proclamation  of  the  President  announcing  the  time  when  said  lands  shall 
be  opened  to  settlement. 

The  distinction  between  the  several  acts  of  Congress  in  opening 
difierent  parts  of  what  now  constitutes  Oklahoma  Territory  is  clearly 
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pointed  oat  in  the  first  case,  and  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  farther 
discass  the  sabject. 

The  decision  in  the  case  at  bar  tarned  upon  the  constrnction  to  be 
placed  npon  the  statnte  opening  the  Cherokee  Outlet  to  settlement  and 
the  President's  proclamation  in  furtherance  thereof. 

In  the  Oagle  case  it  was  decided  that  those  entering  the  Outlet  from 
the  east  side  were  disqualified  from  taking  any  of  the  lands,  becaase 
the  Department  had  forbidden  persons  from  making  the  ran  from  that 
side.  In  the  case  at  bar,  this  decision  was  overruled,  on  the  grounds: 
First,  that  there  was  no  record  in  this  Department  of  any  official 
notice  forbidding  people  from  starting  from  the  east  side;  second,  that 
.the  <^one  hundred  foot  strip  ^'  was  created  on  the  east  side  as  apon  all 
others  by  the  proclamation;  third,  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
could  not  by  the  action  taken  by  him  abrogate  or  modify  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation;  and,  fourth,  that  the  fact  that  a  person  entered 
from  the  Indian  reservations  would  not  prevent  him  from  successfully 
acquinng  a  homestead  claim  to  lands  in  the  territory  so  opened  to 
settlement. 

The  entire  sabject  in  relation  to  the  act  of  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation  was  discussed  at  length  in  the  decision  under 
review,  and  it  would  seem  as  if  there  were  little  more  to  be  said  in  con- 
nection therewith. 

The  act  of  Congress  was  specific  in  its  requirement  that  the  procla- 
mation ^<be  issued  at  least  twenty  days  before  the  time  fixed  for  the 
opening,"  and  the  manner  of  occui)ying  or  entering  npon  any  of  the 
lands  was  to  be  "prescribed  by  the  proclamation  of  the  President 
opening  the  same  to  settlement."  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  "  under 
the  direction  of  the  President,"  was  authorized  to  prescribe  rules  and 
regulations,  not  inconsistent  with  the  act,  for  the  occapation  and  settle- 
ment of  such  lands,  which  rules  and  regulations  were  <^to  be  incorpo- 
rated in  the  proclamation." 

The  authority  of  the  President  to  amend  or  modify  his  original  proc- 
lamation by  a  succeeding  one,  the  necessity  for  the  issuance  of  such 
amendatory  proclamation  at  least  twenty  days  before  the  time  for  the 
opening,  and  the  authority  of  the  Secretary,  alone,  to  make  additional 
regulations  in  furtherance  of,  but  not  inconsistent  with,  the  regulations 
prescribed  under  the  direction  of  the  President  and  incorporated  in 
the  proclamation,  are  all  matters  the  consideration  of  which  is  not 
necessary  to  a  decision  of  this  case. 

If  the  regulations  prescribed  under  the  direction  of  the  President 
and  incorporated  in  his  proclamation  issued  twenty  days  before  the 
opening,  placed  an  entering  strip  of  one  hundred  feet  in  width  on  the 
east  side  of  the  country  to  be  opened  to  settlement  and  authorized 
entry  thereupon  in  advance  of  the  opening,  by  those  intending  to  join 
in  the  run  then  to  be  made,  it  is  certain  that  these  regulations  could 
not  be  abrogated  or  modified  by  the  act  of  the  Secretary  alone.    It  is 
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incompatible  with  every  mle  of  coustraction  and  with  every  true  coii- 
ceptiou  of  authority,  to  hold  that  any  mere  communications  of  the 
Secretary  would  have  the  effect  of  revoking  or  altering  the  President's 
proclamation  which  was  issued  under  the  direct  authority  of  Congress 
and  had  the  force  and  effect  of  a  law. 

It  is  insisted  that  Brady's  starting  point  was  within  the  Cherokee 
Outlet  and  that  because  of  this  he  was  disqualified.  He  made  his 
start  from  the  east  side  of  the  Arkansas  liiver,  wliich  forms  a  part  of 
the  eastern  boundary  of  the  land  opened  for  settlement.  If  the  strip 
one  hundred  feet  in  width,  established  by  the  President's  proclama- 
tion, extended  along  and  within  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  lands 
opened  to  settlement  then  Brady  was  outside  of  such  strip  and  had  to 
cross  it  in  making  his  run  at  the  opening. 

The  10th  section  of  the  statute  (27  Stat.,  612-640),  provides  for  the 
acquisition  from  the  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians  of  "all  right,  title, 
interest  and  claims  which  the  said  Nation  of  Indians  may  have  in  and 
to"  what  is  commonly  known  and  called  the  Cherokee  Outlet,"  being — 

Bounded  on  the  west  by  the  one  hundredth  degree  of  west  longitude;  on  the  north 
by  the  State  of  Kansas;  on  the  east  by  the  ninety-sixth  degree  of  west  longitude  and 
on  the  south  by  the  Creek  Nation,  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  and  the  Cheyenne 
and  Arapahoe  reservations,  created  or  defined  by  executive  order  dated  August  tenth, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-nine, 

and  authorized — 

The  President  of  the  United  States  ....  by  a  proclamation  to  open  to  settle- 
ment any  or  all  of  the  lands  not  allotted  or  reserved, 

and  directed  that — 

No  person  shall  be  permitted  to  occupy  or  enter  upon  any  of  the  lands  herein  referred 
to,  except  in  the  wanner  prescribed  by  the  proclamation  of  tbe  President  opening 
the  same  to  settlement ;  and  any  person  otherwise  occupying  or  entering  upon  any 
of  said  lands  shall  forfeit  all  right  to  acquire  any  of  said  lands. 

The  President's  proclamation  (17  L.  D.,  230-236)  declared  and  made 
known — 

That  all  the  lands  acquired  from  the  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians be 

opened  to  settlement  ....  saviug  and  excepting  lands  described  and  identified 
as  follows,  to  wit:  The  lands  set  apart  for  the  Osage  and  Kansas  Indians  being  a 
tract  of  country  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  State  of  Kansas,  on  the  east  by  the 
ninety-sixth  degree  of  west  longitude,  on  the  south  and  west  by  the  Creek  country 
and  the  main  channel  of  the  Arkansas  River;  the  lands  set  apart  for  the  confederated 

Otoe  and  Missouria  tribe  of  Indians and  the  lands  set  apart  for  the  Ponca 

tribe  of  Indians. 

And  directed  that  (page  239) — 

•  Said  lands  so  to  be  opened,  as  herein  proclaimed,  shall  be  entered  npon  and  occu- 
pied only  in  the  manner  and  under  the  provisions  following  to  wit:  a  strip  of  land 
one  hundred  feet  in  width  around  and  immediately  within  the  outer  boundaries  of 
the  entire  tract  of  the  country  to  be  opened  to  settlement  under  this  proclamation  is 
hereby  temporarily  set  apart  for  the  following  purposes  and  uses,  namely,  viz :  said 
strip  the  inner  boundary  of  which  shall  be  one  hundred  feet  from  the  exterior  bound- 
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ary  of  the  country  known  as  the  Cherokee  Outlet  shall  he  opened  to  occnpaney  in 
advance  of  the  day  and  hour  named  for  the  openinfi^  of  said  coantry,  hy  persons  expect- 
ing and  intending  to  make  settlement  pursuant  to  this  proclamation.  Such  occu- 
pancy shall  not  be  regarded  aa  treapaaaor  inTiolation  of  tlu9  proclamation  or  of  the 
law  ander  which  it  is  made,  nor  shall  any  settlement  rights  be  gained  thereby. 

The  Osage,  Ponca  and  Confederated  Otoe  and  Missouria  reservations 
iv^erewitbin  the  country  ^^  commonly  known  and  called  the  Cherokee 
Outlet"  acquired  by  the  statute  from  the  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians, 
but  they  were  not  within  the  country  opened  to  settlement  by  the 
President's  proclamation. 

The  statute  did  not  direct  that  the  entire  country  acquired  from  the 
'Cherokees  should  be  opened  to  settlement,  but  vested  in  the  President 
the  authority  ^<to  open  to  settlement  any  or  allot  the  lands  not  allotted 
•or  reserved."  In  the  exercise  of  this  authority  the  President  exfiressly 
•excluded  from  the  country  so  opened,  each  of  the  reservations  aforesaid. 
They  were  neither  singly  nor  collectively  surrounded  or  bounded  by 
lands  opened  to  settlement.  They  constituted  and  embraced  a  compact 
portion  of  the  so  called  Cherokee  Outlet,  situated  in  the  extreme  north- 
east portion  thereof,  so  that.their  northern  boundary  was  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  Outlet,  their  eastern  boundary  its  eastern  boundary, 
and  their  western  boundary  the  eastern  boundary,  or  eastern  line,  of 
the  lands  opened  to  settlement.  Neither  of  these  reservations  was  so 
situated  that  to  obtain  entrance  thereupon  required  an  entry  or  cross- 
ing of  lands  opened  to  settlement.  While  these  reservations  were 
within  the  so  called  Cherokee  Outlet  they  were  not  within,  or  sur- 
rounded by,  the  lands  opened  to  settlement. 

While  this  is  apparently  admitt-ed,  it  is  nevertheless  asserted  by 
counsel  that  the  prohibitory  provisions  of  the  statute  (page  643)  extend 
to  the  entire  so  called  Cherokee  Outlet  and  are  not  limited  to  the  lands 
opened  to  settlement.  This  contention  is  based  upon  that  provision  of 
the  statute  hereinbefore  quoted  and  which  reads: 

No  person  shall  be  permitted  to  occnpy  or  enter  upon  any  of  the  lands  herein 
referred  to  except  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  proclamation  of  the  President 
opening  the  same  to  settlement,  and  nny  person  otherwise  occupying  or  entering 
upon  any  of  said  lands  shall  forfeit  all  right  to  acquire  any  of  said  InndH. 

The  entire  so  called  Cherokee  Outlet  being  theretofore  '*  referred  to" 
in  the  statute  it  is  claimed  that  this  prohibition  against  occupancy  and 
entry  extends  to  every  part  thereof.  If  the  Cherokee  Outlet  had  been 
the  only  lands  referred  to  in  the  statute,  this  contention  would  have 
been  better  supported,  but  the  statute  makes  different  references  to 
different  lands.  In  one  place  it  refers  to  the  lands  acquired  from  the 
Cherokees  and  in  another  to  the  lands  which  may  be  opened  to  settle* 
ment  by  the  President's  proclamation.  The  provision  in  question  is 
inserted  in  the  statute  in  direct  connection  with  other  provisions  relat- 
ing to  the  lands  to  be  opened  to  settlement,  and  is  in  its  location  quite 
remote  from  the  provisions  relating  to  the  acquisition  of  the  entire 
Cherokee  Outlet. 
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The  phrase  ^' lands  herein  referred  to''  if  otherwise  doubtful  in  mean- 
ing, is  fully  explained  and  relieved  of  all  doubt  by  the  other  language 
used  in  the  same  sentence.  The  prohibition  against  occupancy  and 
eDtry  of  the  "  lands  herein  referred  to,"  is  not  absolute  but  is  a  quali- 
fied one,  only  declaring  against  occupancy  and  entry  when  not  accord- 
ing to  the  '^  maDuer  prescribed  bj  the  piY>clamation  of  the  Presideiity* 
thus  showing  that  the  lands  meant  are  not  those  wholly  excluded  from 
settlement,  as  is  the  case  with  the  Indian  reservations,  but  are  such  as 
can  be  occupied  and  entered  upon  under  the  proclamation.  Tbe  sen- 
tence also  speaks  of  the  proclamation  as  '^  opening  the  same  to  settle- 
ment." The  word  ^^same"  refers  back  to  the  phrase  ^Uands  herein 
referred  to"  and  embraces  whatever  is  embraced  by  that  phrase, 
nothing  more  and  nothing  less.  Since  whatever  is  included  by  the 
word  ^^same"  is  opened  to  settlement,  it  follows  that  its  equivalent  is 
only  that  which  is  opened  to  settlement.  The  provision  then  proceeds 
by  declaring  that  ^'  any  person  otherwise  occupying  or  entering  upon 
any  of  said  lands  shall  forfeit  all  right  to  acquire  any  of  said  lands." 
The  word  ^^  otherwise"  here  means  in  some  manner  other  than  that 
prescribed  in  the  proclamation,  thus  indicating  that  reference  is  made 
to  only  such  lands  as  can  be  occupied  and  entered  according  to  the 
proclamation.  The  penalty  for  otherwise  occupying  or  entering  upon 
any  of  them  is  declared  to  be  a  forfeiture  of  all  right  to  acquire  any  of 
them.  The  words  "any  of  said  lands"  are  twice  used  and  evidently 
with  the  same  meaning  each  time.  Since  one  had  no  right  to  acquire 
any  land  except  those  opened  to  settlement,  it  follows  that  these  words 
refer  to  such  lands. 

The  prohibition  of  the  statute  is  clearly  confined  to  the  occupying 
and  entering  of  lands  which  were  opened  to  settlement  and  does  not 
refer  to,  or  attempt  to  regulate,  the  occupancy  or  entry  of  any  other 
lands  such  as  are  embraced  in  the  Indian  reservations. 

It  is  true  that  the  President's  proclamation  while  clearly  showing 
that  only  a  portion  of  the  so  called  Cherokee  Outlet  was  intended 
thereby  to  be  opened  to  settlement,  nevertheless  seems  to  inadvertently 
refer  in  one  place  to  the  "country  known  as  the  Cherokee  Outlet,"  as 
synonymous  with  "the  entire  tract  of  country  to  be  opened  to  settle- 
ment under  this  proclamation."  Beading  the  proclamation  altogether 
and  giving  reasonable  effect  to  all  of  its  provisions  it  is  clear  that  the 
regulations  with  respect  to  occupancy  and  entry  extend  only  to  the 
lands  thereby  opened  to  settlement  and  that  the  one-hundred- foot  strip, 
to  use  the  clear  and  unmistakable  language  of  the  proclamation  was 

around  and  immediately  within  the  outer  hoondaries  of  the  entire  tract  of  country 
to  be  opened  to  settlement  under  this  proclamation. 

Considering  the  purpose  of  the  proclamation,  considering  that  the 
strip  was  expressly  located  around  and  immediately  within  the  outer 
boundaries  of  some  "entire  tract",  and  considering  that  it  is  not  i>rob- 
able  that  the  President  would  have  located  such  strip  upon  an  Indian 
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reservation  and  along  the  outer  boundary  thereof,  thereby  devoting  a 
portion  of  the  Indian  reservation  to  a  purpose  foreign  to  its  creation,  it 
seems  clear  that  the  express  language  of  the  proclamation  placing  such 
strip  <^  around  and  within  the  outer  boundaries  of  the  entire  tract  of 
country  to  be  opened  to  settlement''  is  not  overcome  or  modified  by  the 
use  of  any  such  general  term  as  'Hhe  country  known  as  the  Cherokee 
Outlet,"  in  the  sacceeding  clause.  This  last  phrase  may  well  be  held 
to  relate  to  that  portion  of  the  Outlet  opened  to  settlement  and  this, 
unquestionably,  was  tlie  intention  of  the  proclamation. 

It  is  also  urged  with  much  earnestness,  that  the  doctrine  of  stare 
decisis  should  be  ax)plied  to  the  Gagle-Mendenhall  case. 

While  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Interior  Department  to  recognize  and 
adhere  to  this  doctrine,  yet  where  a  construction  is  erroneously  placed 
upon  the  law  or  the  rules  and  regulations  which  deprives  persons  of  the 
exercise  of  their  homestead  rights,  it  will  not  hesitate  to  overrule  it. 
This  rule  is  not  ironclad, 

and  the  future  and  perrnauent  good  to  the  public  is  to  be  considered,  rather  than 
any  particular  case  or  interest.  ^'  The  benefit  to  the  public  in  the  future  is  of  greater 
moment  than  any  incorrect  decision  in  the  past/'  '^  Where  vital  and  important  pub- 
lic and  private  rights  are  concerned,  and  the  decisions  regarding  them  are  to  have  a 
direct  and  permanent  influence  in  all  future  time,  it  becomes  the  duty,  as  well  as  the 
right,  of  the  court  to  consider  them  carefully  and  to  allow  no  previous  error  to  con- 
tinue if  it  can  be  corrected.     (23  Am.  and  £ng.  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  36). 

The  law  of  the  land  gives  Brady  the  right  to  make  a  homestead  entry 
on  the  public  domain,  and  this  valuable  right  should  not  be  taken  away 
in  the  absence  of  some  authority  of  law  therefor.  The  decision  in  the 
Cagle  case,  if  followed,  will  have  that  identical  effect.  It  decided  that 
one  making  the  run  from  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  territory  opened 
to  settlement,  was  disqualified  from  entering  land  in  that  territory. 
In  my  judgment,  this  was  violative  of  the  statute  and  proclamation 
and  was  unwarranted  under  the  law.  Reasoned  from  any  standpoint,  I 
am  unable  to  see  how  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  should  be  applied  to 
the  Cagle  case. 

It  is  argued  that  those  entering  from  that  side  were  trespassers  by 
having  reached  the  strip  throagh  the  Indian  reservations,  but  the  fact 
that  one  was  a  trespasser  in  the  Indian  reservations  would  not,  of 
itself,  disqualify  him  from  making  a  homestead  entry.  Ko  such  result 
is  declared  in  the  statute  in  question  and  none  such  is  found  in  any  law 
or  treaty. 

The  motions  are  therefore  overruled. 
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GUILLCBY  V.  BULLER. 

Motion  fur  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  27, 1897,  24 
L.  D.,  200,  overruled  by  Secretary  Bliss,  July  27, 1897. 


APPLICATION  TO  EXTEU-PENDINCJ   CONTEST. 

Circular.* 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington^  I).  C,  March  25^  1897. 
Registers  and  Receivers j  U.  8.  Land  Office. 

Gentlemen:  For  your  guidance  in  the  matter  of  the  disposition  of 
applications  presented  for  lands  covered  by  entries  under  contest,  your 
attention  is  directed  to  the  course  of  procedure  outlined  in  depart- 
mental decision  of  January  30, 1897  (24  L.  D.,  81),  being  as  follows: 

First:  For  the  disposiiion  of  applications  presented  before  final  judgment  vpon  the 
contest : 

No  application  to  make  entry  will  be  received  by  the  local  officers  during  the  time 
allowed  for  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  cancellation  of  an  entry;  but  in  all  such 
cases  the  land  involved  will  not  be  subject  to  entry  or  application  to  outer  until  the 
rights  of  the  entryman  have  been  finally  determined,  until  which  time  no  other 
rights,  inchoate  or  otherwise,  can  attach. 

Second :  For  the  disposition  of  applications  presented  after  final  judgment ,  and  during 
jieit'od  accorded  successful  contestants: 

If,  during  the  time  accorded  a  suecessfnl  contestant  to  make  entry  of  the  land 
involved,  an  application  or  applications  to  enter  should  be  made  by  a  stranger  or 
strangers  to  the  record,  such  application  or  applications  will  be  received  and  the 
time  of  presentation  noted  thereon,  but  held  to  await  the  action  of  the  contestant, 
and  should  such  contestant  fail  to  exercise  his  preference  right,  or  duly  waive  it, 
then  Bucb  application  or  applications  must  be  acted  upon  and  disposed  of  in  accord- 
ance with  law  and  the  rulings  of  the  Department. 

Binges  Hermann, 

Commissioner. 
Approved  March  25,  1897. 

C.  N.  Bliss, 

Secretary. 


BAILROAD  GRANT-LANI>S  EXCEPTED— ACTITAL  SETTLER. 

Pennington  v.  New  Orleans  Pacific  Ey.  Co. 

The  evident  intent  of  Section  2,  act  of  February  8,  1887,  was  to  protect  in  their  pos- 
session only  those  who  were  actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  dofinite  location,  or 
other  qualified  persons  to  whom  they  might  thereafter  have  assigned  their  posses- 
sory right. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  July  27^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

John  PenniDgton  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  your  office  dated 
March  12, 1896,  in  which  was  dismissed  the  proceedings  arising  upon 

•Notr^orted  in  Vol.  XXI  V\ 
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his  application  to  enter  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  Febraary 
8,  1887  (24  Stat.,  391),  the  S.  J  NE.  J  and  N.  J  SE.  J,  Sec.  7,  T.  6  N., 
E.  1  E.,  New  Orleans  land  district,  Louisiana. 

This  tract  was  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  ^rant  made  by  the 
act  of  Congress  approved  March  3,  1871  (IG  Stat.,  579),  to  the  New 
Orleans,  Baton  Rouge  and  Vicksburg  Railroad  Company,  which  com- 
pany assigned  its  rights  under  its  grant  to  the  New  Orleans  Pacific 
Railway  Company  and  this  assignment  was,  by  the  act  of  February  8, 
1887,  confirmed  as  to  the  portion  of  the  grant  opposite  which  the  tract 
in  question  lies. 

The  line  of  road  was  definitely  located  opposite  this  tract  November 
17,  1882.  It  was  listed  by  the  company  November  13,  1883,  and  pat- 
ented March  3, 1888. 

On  November  20, 1894,  Pennington  tendered  an  application  to  enter 
this  land  and  in  support  thereof  alleged  that  the  land  had  been  continu- 
ously occupied  since  1872;  that  he  came  into  possession  of  the  land 
in  1893,  through  purchase  from  Morgan  Willingham,  a  prior  occupant, 
and  had  since  continued  residing  thereon. 

Upon  said  allegations  hearing  was  had  and  upon  the  testimony  ad- 
duced the  local  officers  decided  in  his  favor,  holding  the  tract  to  have 
been  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany and  that  Pennington  should  be  permitted  to  make  entry  under 
the  homestead  law,  as  applied  for. 

From  said  decision  the  company  failed  to  appeal,  but  upon  reviewing 
the  case  under  rule  of  practice  No.  48,  your  office  decision  of  March  12, 
1896,  held:  First,  that  there  was  no  affirmative  testimony  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  land  was  settled  upon  and  occupied  at  the  date  of  the 
definite  location  of  the  road;  second, 

Neither  does  it  show  that  any  of  the  alleged  nettlers  on  the  land  were  possessed 
of  the  requisite  qualifications,  during  the  period  of  their  alleged  occupancy,  to 
make  entry  under  the  settlement  laws. 

The  company  having  failed  to  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local 
officers,  their  decision  became  final  as  i  o  the  facts,  and  in  their  decision 
it  is  held : 

Upon  examination  of  the  testimony  submitted  we  find  that  Pennington  has  resided 
npon  and  cultivated  the  land  involved  during  the  last  two  years,  l)ut  prior  to  that 
time  said  land  has  been  continuously  resided  upon  and  cultivated  by  the  assignors 
of  said  Pennington. 

This  would  seem  to  be  a  finding  of  fact  sustaining  the  allegations 
made  by  Pennington  relative  to  continued  occupancy  of  the  land,  as 
alleged,  by  those  through  whom  he  claims  to  have  purchased,  which 
antedated  the  filing  of  the  company's  map  of  definite  location. 

This  would  seem  to  satisfy  the  first  objection  raised  in  your  office 
opinion  to  the  favorable  consideration  of  Pennington's  application. 

As  to  the  qualifications  of  the  occupants  of  this  land  prior  to  Pen- 
nin;*ton,  the  local  officers  make  no  finding  of  fact  and  as  this,  in  my 
opinion,  is  material  matter  for  consideration  in  determining  the  rights 
of  parties  under  the  act  of  1887,  it  becomes  necessary  to  review  the 
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record  in  order  to  ascertain  what  showing  was  made  upon  the  question 
as  to  the  qualifications  of  said  alleged  settlers  upon  this  tract. 
The  second  section  of  the  act  of  February  8, 1887,  supra,  provides : 

That  aU  said  lands  ocoapied  by  actual  Bottlers  at  the  date  of  tbe  definite  location 
of  said  roud  nnd  still  remaining  in  their  posMession,  or  in  possession  of  their  heirs  or 
assigns,  shall  he  held  and  deemed  excepted  from  said  grant  and  shall  he  subject. to 
entry  under  the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  States. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  language  used  is:  "Occupied  by  actual  set- 
tlers." This  was  evidently  intended  to  embrace  only  those  who.  had 
settled  with  an  intention  to  make  entry  of  the  laud  at  some  future  time 
under  the  provisions  of  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
only  those  qualified  to  assert  a  settlement  claim  to  the  lauds  so  settled 
upon  would  be  embraced  within  the  protection  of  said  section.  It  can- 
not be  presumed  that  Congress  meant  to  except  from  the  grant  all  lands 
that  might  be  in  the  occupancy  of  persons,  without  regard  to  their 
qualifications  to  mal^e  entry  at  the  time,  under  the  general  land  laws. 

Its  evident  purpose  was  to  protect  in  their  possession,  only  those 
who  were  actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  definite  location,  or  other  qual- 
ified persons  to  whom  they  might  thereafter  have  assigned  their  x>osses- 
sory  right. 

Notwithstanding  tbe  fact  that  this  land  has  been  patented  to  the 
company,  it  would  seem  to  be  the  duty  of  the  Department,  under  the 
said  act,  to  determine,  upon  the  facts  presented,  whether  the  applicant 
here  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  its  remedial  provisions. 

The  testimony  relative  to  the  nature  of  the  claims  of  the  prior  occu- 
pants of  this  tract  is  very  meager  and  unsatisfactory.  It  would 
appear  that  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location, 
this  tract  was  in  the  possession  of  one  Duck,  but  whether  he  was 
qaalified  to  make  entry  under  the  settlement  laws  is  not  shown.  In 
the  absence  of  such  showing  I  must  hold  that  the  case  as  made  is  not 
sufficient  to  entitle  Pennington  to  the  protection  intended  to  be  granted 
by  the  act  of  March  3,  1887.  Your  office  decision  is  accordingly 
affirmed. 


OuBNUTT  V.  Lawrence. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  11, 1897,  24  L. 
D.,  428,  overruled  by  Secretary  Bliss,  July  27, 1897. 


CONTEST— PREFERRED  RIGHT  OF  ENTRY. 

Hill  v.  Gibson. 

No  preferred  right  is  eecured  under  a  contest  filed  during  tbe  pendency  of  govern- 
nient  proceedings  against  the  entry  of  record,  if  snch  entry  is  canceled  as  the 
result  of  said  proceedings. 

Seeietary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  July  27, 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  October  4, 1893,  George  W.  Gibson  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
1386,  for  the  NE.  \  of  Sec.  15,  T.  29  K,  11.  7  W.,  Enid,  Oklahoma. 
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Ou  April  lO,  1895,  Gibson  filed  in  the  land  office  at  Enid  an  affidavit 
in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  jast  learned  of  an  unintentional  omis- 
sion uiK>u  his  part  in  the  preparation  of  his  application  and  entry 
papers;  that  he  had  in  December,  1886,  made  entry  of  a  quarter  sec- 
tion of  land  in  western  Kansas  which  he  had  been  compelled  to  aban- 
(Fon  on  account  of  his  poverty  and  the  prevalence  of  drought  in 
that  section;  that  he  had  but  recently  learned  that  these  fa<;ts  should 
have  been  made  to  appear  in  his  application  for  second  entry;  that  he 
was  residing  upon  his  last  entry  which  was  made  in  good  faith,  and 
that  there  was  no  contestant  of  his  right,  and  he  prayed  that  his  right 
be  restored,  and  his  entry  held  intact.  This  affidavit  was  forwarded 
to  your  office;  and  on  June  25, 1895,  your  office,  by  letter  '*0"  addressed 
to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Enid,  Oklahoma,  held  that  Gibson's  affi- 
davit furnished  no  description  of  the  land  entered  by  him  in  Kansas 
by  which  it  could  be  identified,  and  that  he  would  be  allowed  thirty 
days  within  which  to  file  a  description,  and  on  failure  to  do  so  within 
said  time,  his  entry  would  be  held  for  cancellation.  Gibson  was  noti- 
fied of  his  right  of  appeal,  but  took  no  action. 

On  March  14, 1890,  your  office  canceled  said  homestead  entry,  by 
letter  '^C",  of  that  date.  The  registered  letter  notifying  him  of  the 
action  taken,  and  of  his  right  of  appeal,  was  returned  unopened,  as 
reported  by  the  local  officers. 

On  August  4, 1895,  Edward  0.  Hill  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 

said  entry,  alleging  abandonment,  and  on  October  2, 1896,  the  local 

'otticers  ordered  a  hearing  for  November  12,  1895.    On  said  day  the 

defendant  was  adjudged  to  be  in  default,  after  personal  service,  and 

contestant  submitted  evidence  in  support  of  his  charge. 

The  local  officers- recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  and  that 
the  contestant  be  granted  preference  right  of  entry,  and  the  record  was 
forwarded  to  your  office. 

On  March  21,  1896,  your  office  passing  upon  said  record,  held  that, 
as  the  contest  against  the  entry  was  filed  after  the  action  taken  by  your 
office  of  June  25, 1895,  looking  to  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  and  which 
resulted  in  its  cancellation,  the  contest  should  be  dismissed. 

From  this  decision  Hill  has  appealed,  and  the'only  question  presented 
is,  whether  or  not  under  the  facts  stated  Hill  is  entitled  to  the  prefer- 
ence right  of  entry. 

The  preference  right  of  a  successful  contestant  to  make  entry  of  the 
land  restored  to  the  public  domain,  by  his  contest,  applies  only  to  cases 
where  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  is  not  attributable  to  any  other 
cause,  but  is  tlie  result  of  the  contest,  and  such  contest  cannot  be 
initiated  i)ending  an  inquiry  into  the  validity  of  the  entry  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  its  own  motion. 

No  preferred  rights  are  secured  under  a  contest  filed  during  the  pendency  of 
government  proceedings  against  the  entry  of  record  if  such  entry  is  canceUed  as  the 
result  of  said  proceedings.  Drury  v,  Shetterly  (9  L.  D.,  211  )|  and  Arthur  B.  Comioh 
(9  L.  D.,  569). 
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The  right  is  partly  as  compensation  for  information  famished,  which 
leads  to  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  Here  the  defendant  himself 
furnished  the  information  which  led  to  the  decision  in  which  his  entry 
was  held  for  cancellation,  and  neither  the  information,  nor  the  action 
of  your  office,  was  induced  by  plaintiff's  contest;  for  it  was  not  initiated 
until  after  the  information  was  given  and  the  action  taken  which 
resulted  in  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


TIMBEB     CULTUKB     CONTEST— CHARACTEB     OF     LAND-COMPLIAJ^CE 

WITH  IJ^.W. 

STBEBTES  V.  BOLPH'S  Heibs. 

A  timber  cnltnre  entry  will  not  be  canceled  on  a  charge  that  the  land  is  not  devoid 
of  a  natural  growth  of  timber,  if  the  entry,  at  the  time  when  made,  was  in 
dne  accordance  with  the  rulings  of  the  Department  as  to  the  character  of  land 
subject  to  such  appropriation. 

During  the  pendency  of  a  timber  cnltare  contest  the  entryman  is  not  excused  from 
compliance  with  the  law ;  and  upon  the  death  of  the  entryman  the  law  casts 
upon  his  heirs  the  burden  of  showing  dne  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
statute. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July 
(W.  y.  D.)  27^  1897.  (C.  W.  P.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  heirs  of  John  T.  Eolph  from  your 
office  decision  of  November  30, 1896,  holding  for  cancellation  the  timber 
culture  entry,  No.  1361,  of  John  T.  Eolph,  of  the  W.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of 
Sec.  1,  T.  16  N.,  B.  3  E.,  Lincoln  land  district,  Nebraska. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  John  T.  Eolph  made  timber  culture 
entry  of  this  land  on  May  23, 1881.  On  August  19, 1895,  Isaac  Streeter 
filed  a  contest  against  said  entry,  alleging,  in  substance,  that  the  sec- 
tion in  which  said  land  is  situated  is  not  devoid  of  natnral  timber,  and 
that  said  Eolph  never,  at  any  time,  plowed,  cultivated,  planted  trees  or 
seeds  on  the  same,  and  has  failed  to  make  final  proof  within  the  time 
required  by  law. 

John  T.  Eolph  died  on  March  21, 1889,  and  notice  of  this  contest  was 
served  on  his  heirs,  who  appeared  by  attorney  at  the  hearing  before 
the  local  officers,  and  defended  the  entry. 

The  local  officers  found  that  ^^  the  first  allegation  was  not  sustained 
by  the  evidence,  and  that  Eolph  had  utterly  failed  to  comply  with  the 
timber  culture  law  in  planting  trees,  etc.,  and  had  failed  to  make  final 
proof  within  thirteen  years,"  and  recommended  the  caucellation  of 
timber  culture  entry  No.  1361. 

The  heirs  of  Eolph  appealed.  Tour  office  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  local  officers.  A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  before  the 
Department. 
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For  the  early  history  of  this  entry  reference  is  made  to  the  case  of 
Streeter  v.  Rolph,  21  L.  D.,  10. 

The  evidence  as  to  whether  the  land  at  the  time  of  entry  was  legally 
subject  thereto  is  cou  dieting,  but  by  a  preponderance  of  the  testimony, 
it  appears  that  there  is  a  draw  or  low  piece  of  ground  passing  over  the 
NW.  i  of  said  section,  and  that  at  the  time  of  Eolph's  timber  culture 
entry  there  were  four  or  five  bunches  or  clusters  of  willow  trees  of 
natural  growth,  perhaps  about  twenty  trees,  growing  along  this  draw, 
and  a  few  cottonwood  trees  near  its  banks;  that  there  were  several 
hundred  ash  trees,  scattered  over  about  seven  or  eight  acres,  growing 
in  clusters. 

In  the  case  of  Blenkner  v.  Sloggy,  2  L.  D.,  267,  the  trees,  some  six 
hundred  ash,  oak,  and  underbrush,  were  scattered  over  five  or  eight 
acres,  and  the  entry  was  allowed. 

In  the  case  of  Bartch  v.  Kennedy,  3  L.  D.,  437,  it  was  found  that  there 
were  from  five  to  six  acres  of  trees  of  different  kinds,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  testimony  failed  to  show  such  a  natural  growth  of  timber  as 
would  make  a  timber  culture  entry  illegal. 

In  the  case  of  Crottinger  v.  Lowe,  11  L.  B.,  426,  it  was  shown  that 
there  was  a  small  stream  flowing  through  the  tract,  and  that  along  its 
slope  there  grew  some  water-elm,  cottonwood,  ash,  and  box-elder  trees. 
The  entry  was  made  in  1883,  and  it  was  held  that  the  case  came  under 
the  liberal  rulings  of  the  Department,  which  prevailed  prior  to  October 
11, 1887,  when  the  case  of  James  Spencer  (6  L.  D.,  217)  was  decided. 

In  the  case  of  Nichols  v.  Geddes,  16  L.  D.,  42,  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  section  contained  scattered  clumps  of  live  oak,  sycamore,  and 
willows,  most  of  them  small  in  size,  and  of  the  character  of  brush.  It 
was  held  that,  under  the  rule  of  the  Department  which  prevailed  when 
the  entry  was  made  (May,  1887),  it  was  properly  allowed. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  at  the  time  the  entry  was  made,  the  liberal  rulings 
of  the  Department  prevailed,  and  in  accordance  with  the  decisions 
cited,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  entry  was  properly  allowed. 

Upon  the  charge  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  timber  culture  law, 
there  is  but  little  conflict  in  the  testimony  submitted.  Byron  Streeter 
and  John  T.  Rolph  are  both  dead.  Rolph  died  March  21, 1889.  Byron 
Streeter  went  upon  the  land  in  1871,  and  his  family  have  since  lived 
there.  Rolph  settled  on  the  land  in  1874,  and  his  family  have  lived 
there  ever  since. 

The  evidence  shows  that  John  T.  Rolph,  in  his  life  time,  attempted 
several  times  to  plow  the  land  and  was  prevented  by  Byron  Streeter; 
that  iu  1882  he  went  upon  the  land  in  the  night  time  and  did  some 
plowing.  In  1883  and  1884  or  1885,  he  attempted  to  plow,  but  Byron 
Streeter  would  not  let  him.  Since  then,  until  after  the  contest  was 
instituted,  when  C.  W.  Crawford,  a  son-in-law  of  Rolph,  plowed  about 
two  acres,  neither  John  T.  Rolph  nor  any  of  his  heirs  have  done,  or 
attempted  to  do  any  work  upon  the  claim. 
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It  is  contended  that  the  heirs  were  not  required  to  cultivate  the 
land,  becaase  of  the  pendency  of  the  application  of  Byron  Streeter  for 
reinstatement  of  his  homestead  entry.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  timber  culture  contest,  the  entryman  is  not 
excused  from  complying  with  the  law  (Byrne  v.  Dorward,  5  L.  D.,  104; 
Simms  v,  Bnsse,  14  L.  D.,  429),  and  upon  the  death  of  the  entryman 
the  law  casts  upon  his  heirs  the  burden  of  showing  compliance  with 
the  law.    Babuck  v.  Cass,  5  L.  D.,  398. 

Then,  it  is  urged  that  your  office  decision  is  in  conflict  with  the  order 
made  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Streeter  v.  Eolph,  supra^  which, 
it  is  alleged,  <^  gave  to  the  heirs  of  Eolph  the  right  to  make  proof  upon 
future  compliance  with  law."  But  the  only  question  in  that  case  was, 
whether  Streeter's  possession  of  the  land  and  his  improvements  thereon 
operated  to  prevent  Eolph  from  making  timber  culture  entry.  The 
Department  held  that  the  eflFect  of  Mrs.  Green's  relinquishment  of  her 
entry  was  to  restore  the  quarter-section  covered  by  it  to  the  public 
domain  and  render  it  subject  to  entry  by  any  qualified  applicant;  that 
Streeter's  former  void  entry  was  no  bar  to  his  right  to  make  second 
entry  of  the  same  land  if  he  had  sought  to  do  so  5  that  Streeter's  pos- 
session did  not  prevent  Eolph's  right  to  make  timber  culture  entry, 
subject  to  Streeter's  right  to  make  homestead  entry,  within  three 
months,  because  of  prior  settlement.  Streeter  having  taken  no  steps 
to  place  his  claim  of  record  within  three  months  by  filing  contest  or 
otherwise,  and  having  allowed  several  years  to  elapse  before  moving 
to  reinstate  his  original  entry,  is  too  late  as  against  the  rights  of  an 
intervening  entryman,  it  appearing  from  the  record  and  evidence  that 
he  did  have  written  notice  of  the  fact  that  his  entry  was  held  for  can- 
cellation, and  that  he  did  not  appeal.     It  is  added: 

Rolph's  righto  are  parely  legal  and  it  seems  to  be  a  great  hardship  for  Streeter  to 
lose  his  home  and  his  valuable  improvements,  bnt  he  has  been  gailty  of  snch  laches 
as  to  render  the  hardship  remediless,  in  the  presence  of  intervening  rights. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RATLBOAD  GBANT-rNDEMNTTY  WITHI>RAWAI^AI>JirSTMENT. 

NoBTHBBN  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  St.  Paul,  Minnbapolis  and  Man- 
itoba Ey.  Co.  et  al. 

An  indemnity  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant  is  in  viola- 
tion of  the  terms  of  said  grant,  and  inoperative  as  against  an  authorized 
withdrawal  on  behalf  of  another  grant. 

If  the  Northern  Pacific  company,  in  the  selection  of  indemnity,  waives  the  privilege 
conferred  by  the  order  of  May  28, 1883,  dispensing  with  the  specification  of  loss, 
and  aBsigns  a  basis  which  proves  to  be  invalid,  it  is  not  entitled  to  plead  the 
protection  of  said  order. 


68  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC   LANDS. 

The  right  of  said  company  to  seleot  indemnity  within  the  second  belt  cannot  be 
recognized,  nnleas  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  loss  specified,  as  the  basis  of 
snch  selection,  is  the  result  of  a  disposal  oocQixing  in  the  interval  between  the 
date  of  the  granting  act  and  that  of  definite  location. 

On  account  of  the  consolidation  of  the  Northern  Pacific  and  Lake  Superior  lines  of 
railroad  between  Thomson  and  Dulnth,  the  grant  to  the  first  named  company 
must  be  charged  with  all  lands  received  by  the  latter  company,  between  said 
points,  nnder  its  prior  grant,  and  for  the  lands  so  taken  by  said  company, 
whether  within  its  primary  or  indemnity  limits,  the  Northern  Pacific  is  not 
entitled  to  indemnity. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  27^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

Your  office,  by  letter  of  June  26,  1895,  took  action  upon  Korthem 
Pacific  indemnity  list  No.  24,  St.  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota,  filed 
Kovember  5, 1883,  embracing  4657.45  acres. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  has  appealed  from  said 
action,  in  so  far  as  regards  three  of  the  tracts  embraced  in  said  list. 

The  SW.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  11,  T.  128,  R.  34,  is  within  the  indem- 
nity  limits  of  both  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  and  the  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railway,  St.  Vincent  Extension.  It  was 
free  from  all  claim  at  the  date  of  the  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the 
two  companies  named.  The  decision  of  your  office,  appealed  from,  held 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  withdrawal  for  the  latter  company  was  author- 
ized, while  that  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  was  without  authority 
of  law,  the  St.  Vincent  company's  selection  would  be  allowed,  and  the 
Northern  Pacific  Company's  rejected. 

From  this  branch  of  your  office  decision  the  Northern  Pacific  Com- 
pany appeals,  alleging,  (1)  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  there  was  no 
authority  of  law  for  the  withdrawal  of  said  lands  for  said  company. 

In  this  respect  your  office  decision  was  correct,  as  has  been  held  by 
tlie  Department  in  the  case  of  Jennie  L.  Davis  (19  L.  D.,  87),  and  many 
others. 

Appellant  alleges  (2)  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  selection  by  the  St. 
Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Company  should  stand  and  that  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  Company  be  rejected. 

The  decision  in  this  respect  was  correct,  as  was  decided  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  essentially  similar  case  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  Railway  Company  v.  Keslik  (19  L.  D.,  275). 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  appeals,  farther,  from  so 
much  of  your  office  decision  as  rejects  its  application  to  select  the  NW. 
J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  128,  R.  34,  for  the  same  reason  as  given 
in  connection  with  the  preceding  tract;  also  for  the  further  reason: 

That  said  tract,  havmg  been  withdrawn  for  the  Northern  Paclflo  Railroad  Com- 
pany December  26,  1871,  and  selected  by  the  company  November  5, 1883,  which  filed 
re-nrranged  list  describing  lost  lands  June  16, 1892,  it  has  the  better  right  to  the  land — 
the  8t.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  company  not  having  made  its  selection  until 
March  25,  1885,  and  filed  re-airanged  list  untU  June  6, 1894. 
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The  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Company  was 
onaathorized  by  law,  and  of  no  effect  (supra).  The  tract  was  with- 
drawn for  the  benefit  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
Company  (St.  Vincent  Extension)  by  your  office  letter  of  February  6, 
1612,  and  remained  withdrawn  until  May,  1891.  Prior  to  the  revoca- 
tion of  the  withdrawal,  the  last  named  company  (on  March  25, 1885) 
selected  the  land.  It  is  true  that  the  selection  of  that  date  designated 
'4nbulk^  the  losses  forming  the  bases  for  such  selections.  But  the 
Department  has  held  that 

indemnity  seleotions  accompanied  by  designation  of  losBee  in  bulk,  made  prior  to 
the  specific  departmental  requirement  that  lost  lands  should  be  arranged  tract  for 
tract  with  the  lands  selected,  operate  to  protect  the  right  of  the  company  as  against 
subsequent  applications  to  enter,  made  prior  to  said  requirement,  and  the  re-arrange- 
ment of  losses  in  accordance  therewith 

(St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lambeck,  22  L.D.,  202, 
syllabus). 

Under  the  directions  given  in  the  La  Bar  case  (17  L.  D.,  406),  the  « 
St.  Paul,  Minneai>olis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Company  was,  in  Decem- 
ber, 1893^  called  upon  to  re«arrange  its  indemnity  selections  so  as  to 
designate,  tract  for  tract,  the  lands  lost  in  place,  in  lieu  of  which  selec- 
tions had  been  made.  Besponsive  to  this  call  the  company,  on  June 
6, 1894,  filed  the  list  now  under  consideration,  in  which  the  same  losses 
were  used  that  constituted  the  bases  of  selection  in  its  former  list  (of 
March  25, 1885),  but  re-arranged  so  as  to  show  the  losses  tract  for  tract. 
The  company's  rights  under  its  selection  of  1885  were  therefore  duly 
protected. 

The  Northern  Pacific  company  appeals,  further,  from  so  much  of  your 
office  decision  as  rejects  its  claim  to  the  SE.  ^  of  the  KW.  i  and  lots  1 
and  2  of  Sec.  13,  T.  123,  E.  35. 

This  tract  was  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Company  (St.  Vincent  Extension); 
but  at  the  date  when  the  right  of  that  company  would  otherwise  have 
attached  (December  19, 1871),  it  was  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry 
of  one  Washington  Morse,  made  November  1, 1865,  and  canceled  March 
24, 1874.    It  was  therefore  excepted  from  said  grant. 

The  land  is  also  within  the  second  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to 
the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  which  applied  to  select  the 
same,  per  list  24  {supra),  on  November  5, 1883. 

On  September  6, 1884,  Lars  H.  Stenoien  made  homestead  entry  for 
said  tract.  Final  certificate  was  issued  May  28, 1890,  and  the  papers 
transmitted  to  your  office. 

An  examination  of  said  papers  disclosed  the  conflict  between  said 
entry  and  the  claim  of  the  railroad  company;  whereupon  your  office 
ordered  a  hearing  to  ascertain  the  status  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the 
company's  application  to  select  (November  5, 1883,  supra). 

From  said  decision  ordering  a  hearing  Stenoien  appealed  to  the 
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Department — which,  on  May  12,  1891,  dismissed  said  appeal,  on  the 
ground  of  its  having  been  taken  from  an  interlocutory  proceeding  by 
your  office,  and  directed  that  the  hearing  proceed  (12  L.  D.,  495). 

Said  hearing  was  had  on  July  28, 1891,  all  parties  in  interest  being 
present.  Upon  the  testimony  taken  the  local  officers  decided  in  favor 
of  Stenoien. 

The  company  appealed  to  your  office,  which  found  that  Stenoien  was 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States;  that  he  settled  on  the  land  in  1881,  and 
has  continued  to  reside  thereon  and  cultivate  and  improve  the  same 
ever  since,  using  it  as  a  home  for  himself  and  his  family;  and  your 
office  holds  that  his  claim  based  upon  such  residence,  cultivation,  and 
improvement  defeated  the  company's  right  of  selection. 

Counsel  for  the  company  direct  attention  to  the  fact  that  at  the  hear- 
ing the  witnesses  for  the  entryman  were,  besides  himself,  Hans  Larson, 
the  father  of  the  entryman;  Goston  Nelson  and  Lars  Peterson,  his 
cousins;  and  asserts  that  ^^the  testimony  given  in  final  proof  and  that 
given  at  the  hearing  subsequently  had  is  wholly  irreconcilable  and 
absolutely  contradictory."  Hence,  they  contend,  such  testimony  ought 
not  to  be  relied  upon  and  made  the  basis  of  a  decision. 

As  I  view  the  case,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  consider  the  veracity 
of  the  witnesses  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  therein.  It  will  be 
sufficient  to  consider  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  selection,  by 
inquiring  whether  the  company  has  in  reality  suffered  any  loss  for 
which  it  has  a  claim  for  indemnity  under  the  granting  act. 

Counsel  for  the  company  contend,  in  substance,  that  it  is  immaterial 
whether  or  not  the  loss  specified  was  valid,  inasmuch  as  the  depart- 
mental order  of  May  28, 1883  (12  L.  D.,  196), relieved  said  company  from 
the  necessity  of  specifying  losses.  But  the  Department  has  held,  in  the 
case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Larson  (19  L.  D.,  233),  that 
where  the  company  waives  the  privilege  conferred  by  the  order  of  May 
28, 1883,  and  designates  a  basis,  which  basis  proves  to  be  invalid,  it  is 
not  entitled  to  plead  the  protection  of  said  order.  If  it  should  be 
found  that  the  basis  in  the  case  at  bar  was  invalid,  it  would  come 
within  the  above  ruling. 

Furthermore,  the  order  of  withdrawal  issued  by  your  office  for  this 
portion  of  the  line  of  road  (on  December  12, 1871),  even  if  it  had  been 
authorized  by  law,  could  not  have  affected  the  land  here  in  controversy, 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  then  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of 
Washington  Morse,  made  November  1,  1865,  and  canceled  March  24, 
1874  (supra) ;  and  the  order  of  May  28, 1883,  did  not  apply  to  such  lands. 
(Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  r.  John  O.  Miller,  on  review,  11  L.  D.,  428.) 

The  list  (No.  24,  St.  Cloud  district,  Minnesota),  as  re-arranged,  sets 
forth  that  the  selection  of  lots  1  and  2  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of 
Sec.  13,  T.  128,  R.  35,  was  based  upon  the  alleged  loss  of  the  NW.  J  of 
the  SW.  i  and  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  17,  T.  61  N.,  R.  17  W.,  same 
land  district. 
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The  land  last  described  appears,  upon  an  investigation  of  the  maps 
of  your  office,  to  be  situated  within  the  twenty-mile  (indemnity)  limits 
of  the  grant  to  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  (formerly  St.  Paul 
and  Dnlnth)  Railroad  Company. 

The  records  of  your  office  show  further  that  said  land  was  withdrawn 
for  the  benefit  of  said  (Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi)  railroad  company 
on  May  26, 1864 — which  was  more  than  a  month  prior  to  the  date  (July 
2, 1864)  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company. 

The  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 1870  (16  Stat.,  378),  provided,  among 
other  things,  that  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  might 
receive  indemnity  (in  States  through  which  it  passed)  inside  the  forty- 
mile  limits  and  outside  the  thirty-mile  limits  of  the  road,  for  lands  sold, 
reserved,  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the 
granting  act  and  prior  to  that  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road;  in 
accordance  with  which  the  Department  has  held  that  the  right  to  select 
indemnity  within  the  second  belt  can  not  be  recognized  unless  it  is  made 
to  appear  that  the  loss  specified  as  the  basis  for  such  selection  resulted 
from  a  disposal  occurring  in  the  interval  between  the  date  of  the 
granting^  act  and  that  of  definite  location.  (See  Northern  Pacific  E.  E. 
Co.,  18  L.  D.,  696;  same  v.  Larson,  19  L.  D.,  233.) 

As  the  land  designated  as  the  basis  for  the  selection  now  in  contro- 
versy was  reserved,  by  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Lake  Superior 
and  Mississix>pi  company,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  grant  to  the  Korthem 
Pacific  Company,  and  is  opposite  that  part  of  the  line  between  Thom- 
son Junction  and  Duluth,  said  tract  could  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of 
the  last-named  company,  nor  can  indemnity  therefor  be  allowed  within 
the  second  indemnity  belt. 

The  Department  has  recently  rendered  several  decisions  bearing 
directly  upon  the  status  of  lands  within  the  overlapping  limits  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  grant  and  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  grant. 
The  syllabus  of  a  decision  rendered  on  August  27, 1896,  rends  as  follows 
(23  L.  D.,  204) : 

In  the  adjnstment  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific,  hetween  Thomson's  Junc- 
tion and  Daluth,  the  land  covered  by  the  prior  grant  to  the  Lake  Saperior  Company 
must  be  deducted,  so  that  between  said  points  the  Noii;hem  Pacific  Company  will 
take  only  the  granted  lands  within  the  lateral  limits  of  its  own  grant  which  fall 
outside  the  limits  of  the  former  grant,  and  will  be  entitled  to  indemnity  only  for 
losses  sustained  outside  the  limits  of  the  former  grant. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  departmental  decision  of  October  29, 1896 
(23  L.  D.,  428). 

The  fact  that  the  land  now  in  controversy  is  situated  outside  the 
granted  limits  and  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Lake  Saperior 
and  Mississippi  Bailroad  does  not  alter  the  case.  In  returning  unap- 
proved list  !No.  19,  ITorthem  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  St.  Cloud  land 
district*  on  November  17,  1896  (24  L.  D.,  320),  after  quoting  in  part 
the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  a  paragraph 
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of  the  decision  last  above  cited  (relating  to  the  Ls^e  Saperior  and 
Mississippi  Bailroad  Company),  the  Secretary  adds: 

The  intention  of  Congress  evidently  was  to  provide  against  making  a  doable 
grant  where  two  land  grant  railroads  were  found  to  be  upon  the  same  geneial  line; 
and  this  can  only  be  arrived  at  by  charging  to  the  Northern  Pacific  all  lands 
received  by  the  company  to  which  the  first  grant  was  made,  opposite  the  portion  of 
the  lines  which  are  similar,  whether  within  the  primary  or  indemnity  limits  of  that 
grant. 

Thns  the  Department  has  decided  that  the  Northern  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company  had  no  right  to  select  lands  in  lien  of  lands  alleged  to 
have  been  lost  in  place,  which  were  in  the  same  situation,  as  regards 
the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  Bailroad,  as  that  which  formed  the 
basis  for  the  attempted  selection  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company  of  the  land  here  in  controversy,  claimed  by  Stenoien. 
Hence,  whether  Stenoien's  residence,  cultivation  and  improvements 
were  sufficient  to  bar  selection  by  the  company  or  not,  its  claim 
thereto  must  be  held  invalid. 

For  the  reasons  herein  given  (rather  than  for  those  set  forth  by  your 
office),  the  decision  of  your  office,  disallowing  the  claim  of  the  com- 
pany, and  holding  Stenoien's  homestead  entry  intact,  is  affirmed. 
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SAjn)EBS  V.  KOBTHEBN  PAOIFIO  E.  B.  CO. 

A  mineral  application  made  after  the  filing  of  the  map  of  general  ronte,  and  prior  to 
definite  location,  and  pending  at  the  latter  date,  is  a  claim  nnder  the  excepting 
clause  in  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  that  operates  to  exclude  the  land 
covered  thereby  from  said  grant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July  28, 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (F.  w'.  C.) 

Upon  the  petition  for  certiorari  filed  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company,  the  case  of  Junius  G.  Sanders  against  said  company,  involv- 
ing the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  21,  T.  10  N.,  B.  3  W.,  Helena  land  district,  Mon- 
tana, was  ordered  to  be  forwarded  to  this  Department  upon  the  appeal 
filed  by  said  company  from  your  office  decision  of  April  19, 1892,  hold- 
ing said  tract  to  have  been  excepted  from  the  operation  of  its  grant. 
(15  L.  D.,  187.) 

In  said  order  the  facts  relative  to  the  status  of  said  tract,  and  the 
previous  proceedings  had  thereon,  is  fiiUy  set  out.  The  sole  question 
raised  by  the  appeal  was  whether  certain  mineral  applications  made 
after  the  filing  of  the  map  of  general  route,  February  21, 1872,  and 
before  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  July  6, 1882,  which  applications 
had  not  been  canceled  at  the  latter  date,  served  to  except  the  tract 
embraced  in  said  applications  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said 
company. 
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The  Nortliern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  having  brought  an  action 
in  the  courts  to  recover  x>ossession  of  the  tract  involved  in  this  case, 
action  was  suspended  by  this  Department  to  await  the  result  of  the 
case  in  the  courts.  The  case  begun  by  the  company  was  duly  prose- 
cuted to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  resulting  in  its 
decision  of  April  19,  1897  (166  IJ.  S.,  621),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
land  in  question  was  embraced  in  a  claim  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of 
the  map  of  definite  location  within  the  meaning  of  the  excepting  clause 
contained  in  the  grant  of  July  2,  1864  (13  Stat,  365),  and  did  not, 
therefore,  pass  to  the  railroad  company  under  said  grant. 

In  view  thereof,  further  consideration  of  the  case  by  this  Depart- 
ment is  unnecessary,  and  the  record  is  herewith  returned  with  direc- 
tions that  the  tract  involved  therein  be  disposed  of  without  regard  to 
the  claims  set  up  by  the  company  under  its  grant. 


iPOBEST  FIRES-ACT  OF  FEBRUARY  84,  1897. 

Notice  to  the  Public. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 
General  Land  Office, 
Washingtm.  D.  (7.,  July  28^  1897. 

The  attention  of  the  public  is  called  to  the  fact  that  immense  areas 
of  the  public  forests  are  annually  destroyed  by  fire,  originating,  in 
many  instances,  through  the  carelessness  of  prospectors,  campers,  hunt- 
ers, sheep-herders,  and  others;  while  in  some  cases  the  fires  are  started 
with  malicious  intent. 

Warning  is  hereby  given  that  the  origin  of  all  forest  fires  will  be 
closely  investigated,  and,  where  the  fire  is  ascertained  to  have  origi- 
nated through  carelessness  or  design,  the  persons  implicated  will  be 
prosecuted  to  the  full  extent  of  the  law. 

The  public  generally  is  requested  to  aid  the  officers  of  the  Govern- 
ment in  its  efforts  to  check  the  evil  referred  to,  and  in  the  punishment 
of  all  offenders. 

The  Act  of  Congress,  approved  February  24, 1897,  entitled  "An  Act 
to  prevent  forest  fires  on  the  public  domain,"  is  as  follows: 

Be  U  enacUd  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Kepreaentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congrese  aeeembled,  That  any  person  who  shall  wilfully  or  maliciously  set  on  firo; 
or  canse  to  be  set  on  fire,  any  timber,  underbrush,  or  grass  upon  the  public  domain, 
or  shall  carelessly  or  negligently  leave  or  suffer  fire  to  bum  unattended  near  any 
timber  or  other  inflammable  material,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  upon  conviction  thereof  in  any  district  court  of  the  United  States  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  same,  shall  be  fined  in  a  sum  not  more  than  five  thousand  dollars 
or  be  imprisoned  for  a  term  of  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  2.  That  any  person  who  shall  build  a  camp  fire,  or  other  fire,  in  or  near  any 
forest,  timber,  or  other  inflammable  material  upon  the  public  domain,  shall,  before 
breaking  camD  or  leaving  said  fire,  totally  extinguish  the  same.    Any  person  failing 
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to  do  so  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  npon  conviction  thereof  in 
any  district  conrt  of  the  United  States  having  jurisdiction  of  the  same,  shall  be 
fined  in  a  sum  not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  or  be  imprisoned  for  a  t<erm 
of  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

Sec.  3.  That  in  all  cases  arising  under  this  act  the  fines  collected  shall  be  paid 
into  the  publio-school  fund  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  where  the  offense  was 
committed  are  situate. 

BiNGEB  HeBMAIYN, 

Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office. 
Approved : 

C.  N.  Bliss, 

Secretary  of  the  Interior, 


PBACTICE~N0TICE— PUBLICATION-MOTION  TO  DISMISS. 

Smith  v.  Mubpht. 

The  affidavit  required  as  the  basis  of  an  order  for  the  publication  of  a  notice  may  be 
made  by  any  person  who  possesses  the  requisite  information. 

A  formal  order  for  the  publication  of  notice  is  not  essential.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
local  officers  authorize  the  publication  either  by  formal  order  or  verbally. 

If,  on  the  conclusion  of  the  contestant's  testimony,  the  contestee  moves  a  dismissal, 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  submitted  does  not  warrant  a  judgment  of  can- 
cellation, and  said  motion  is  overruled,  the  contestant  shoald  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  submit  evidence  in  support  of  the  entry. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July  28^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (C.  W.  P.) 

On  September  19, 1893,  Peter  J.  Murphy  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
136,  of  the  l^rW.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  27  F.,  R.  14  W.,  Alva  laud  district, 
Oklahoma  Territory. 

On  December  17, 1894,  Buthie  O.  Smith  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  alleging  abandonment. 

On  Febmary  14, 1895,  John  H.  Gilmore,  claiming  to  act  as  agent  for 
contestant,  filed  an  affidavit,  ^' to  secure  service  by  publication,"  in 
which  he  says: 

That  he  is  well  acquainted  with  the  tract  of  land  embraced  in  the  contest  above 
set  out.  He  further  says  that  he  is  acquainted  in  that  neighborhood  and  has  talked 
with  people  who  would  be  most  likely  to  know  of  the  address  of  the  above  named 
Peter  J.  Murphy,  and  that  all  of  them  tell  him  that  he  is  not  now  in  the  Territory 
of  Oklahoma  and  that  they  do  not  know  where  he  is.  That  personal  service  coald 
not  be  made  upon  him  in  the  said  Territory.  That  affiant  has  talked  with  a  number 
of  the  people  and  that  he  does  not  know  where  the  said  Murphy  is,  and  that  he  is 
unable  to  learn  where  he  is.  That  to  this  affiant's  best  knowledge  Murphy's  last 
known  residence  was  Ft.  Omaha,  Neb. 

Publication  of  notice  was  thereupon  ordered  and  made. 
On  May  8, 1895,  a  hearing  was  had  before  the  register  and  receiver. 
The  contestant  appeared  in  person  and  by  attorney  and  the  defendant^ 
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specially,  by  attorney,  who  moved  to  quash  the  service  of  notice  and 
dismiss  the  contest, 

for  the  reason  that  no  sufficient  affidavit  for  publication  was  eTer  made,  and,  as  far 
as  shown,  no  legal  ground  existed  for  such  service,  and  for  the  further  reason  that 
no  sufficient  senrice  has  been  made. 

This  motion  was  overmled.  The  contestee  excepted.  The  contest- 
ant then  submitted  her  testimony  and  contestee's  attorney  demurred  to 
the  evidence,  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  case,  ^'for  the  reason  that  the 
evidence  does  not  establish  the  facts  sufficient  to  entitle  the  contestant 
to  recover  in  this  action."  This  motion  was  not  decided  by  the  register 
and  receiver  upon  the  trial,  but,  on  July  22,  following,  they  rendered  a 
decision  holding  <^  that  the  entryman  has  abandoned  the  tract  of  land 
involved  for  a  period  of  more  than  six  months  next  preceding  the  serv- 
ice of  notice  herein,"  and  recommended  that  the  entry  be  canceled. 

An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  contestee,  and,  on  February  20, 18d6, 
your  office  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

The  case  is  now  before  the  Department  on  appeal  from  your  office 
decision. 

The  appeal  raises  a  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of 
contest.  It  is  urged:  (1st)  That  the  affidavit  should  have  been  made 
by  the  contestant  or  her  attorney;  (2d)  That  the  statement  of  facts  in 
the  affidavit  does  not  furnish  a  basis  for  an  order  of  publication;  (3d) 
That  there  being  no  order  for  the  publication,  it  was  without  authority. 

TJpou  the  first  point,  it  is  settled  that  the  affidavit  may  be  made  by 
any  person  who  possesses  the  requisite  information.  Bradford  v.  Ale- 
shire,  16  L.  D.,  238;  Wagers  v.  Nelson,  22  L.  D.,  666. 

Upon  the  second  point,  I  think  the  allegations  in  the  affidavit  were 
a  warrant  sufficient  for  the  order  of  publication.  See  Wagers  v.  Nel- 
son, supra. 

Upon  the  last  point,  the  attorney  for  the  contestee  is  in  error.  The 
record  shows  that  publication  was  ordered.  A  formal  order  is  not 
essential.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  local  officers  authorize  the  publication, 
either  by  formal  order  or  verbally.    Olsen  v.  Eagan,  21  L.  D.,  277. 

It  is  assigned  as  error  by  contestee,  in  his  appeal  to  the  Department, 
that  it  was  error  in  the  local  officers  to  render  a  decision  on  the  merits 
of  the  contest  without  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  submit  evidence 
in  his  own  behalf,  and  that  your  office  erred  in  sustaining  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers  and  cancelling  his  entry.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
objection  is  well  taken.  By  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver 
the  motion  to  dismiss  was  in  effect  overruled.  An  opportunity  should 
then  have  been  given  to  the  contestee  to  offer  evidence  in  defence  of  his 
entry.    Lein  v,  Botton,  13  L.  D.,  40;  Bradford  v,  Aleshire,  18  L.  B.,  78. 

You  will  therefore  direct  the  register  and  receiver  to  continue  the 
hearing  in  the  case,  after  giving  both  parties  due  notice  of  the  time 
set  for  the  hearing,  and,  if  the  contestee  fails  to  ofi'er  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  his  entry,  it  will  be  canceled. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  modified  accordingly. 
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PRACTICE- APPEAtr-CERTIORASI. 

Patterson  v.  Beacom  et  al. 

An  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  local  office  operateu  to  divest  said  office  of  its  juris- 
diction in  the  case;  and  the  withdrawal  of  appeal  on  the  part  of  one  of  the 
appellants  therein  will  not  reinvest  said  office  with  jnrisdiction. 

A  writ  of  certiorari  may  properly  issue  to  the  local  office  in  a  case  that  requires  such 
action. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  28^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

George  W.  Patterson,  claimaut  under  act  of  Congress  approved 
March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  for  tbe  SW.  J  of  Sec.  3,  T.  97,  R.  42, 
O'Brien  county,  Iowa,  has  applied  to  the  Department  for  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  the  local  land  ofSce  at  Des  Moines,  Iowa:  "To  direct  the 
present  register  and  receiver  of  the  United  States  Land  Office  at  Des 
Moines,  Iowa,  to  certify  to  the  Hon.  Secretary  the  proceedings''  in  the 
above  styled  case. 

The  application  is  in  all  respects  regular,  and  it  is  set  out  as  grounds 
therefor  that,  on  April  21, 1897,  the  said  local  oiiicers,  after  a  hearing 
duly  and  regularly  had  therein,  rendered  their  joint  decision  in  the 
case  in  favor  of  the  homestead  aj^plicant,  Louis  Hoifman,  and  adverse 
to  the  homestead  claimant,  James  A.  Beaeom,  and  adverse  to  this  peti- 
tioner;  that  the  said  James  A.  Beacom  duly  appealed  from  said  decision, 
as  did  this  petitioner;  that  thereafter,  on  motion  of  the  said  Beacom, 
the  local  officers  permitted  him  to  withdraw  his  appeal  and  file  a  motion 
for  a  rehearing  of  the  cause,  which  motion  was  granted  on  June  16, 
1897,  and  a  new  hearing  ordered  thereon  for  September  14, 1897. 

The  order  granting  a  new  trial  is  as  follows : 

This  case  comes  on  before  the  register  and  receiver  on  the  application  of  James  A. 
Beacom  for  rehearing,  which  application  is  based,  first,  upon  the  fact  that  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver  did  not  take  recognition  of  the  law  passed  in  1894,  extending  the 
right  of  a  second  homestead  entry,  and  upon  the  further  fact  that  if  a  rehearing  is 
granted  he  will  bo  able  to  show  good  and  sufficient  reasons  for  not  completing  his 
homestead  entry  made  in  Dakota  and  that  he  comes  under  the  class  of  persons  priv- 
ileged to  make  a  second  homestead  entry  by  reason  of  the  law  passed  in  1894. 

Without  at  this  time  entering  into  a  discussion  of  the  legal  points  involved,  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  in  order  to  arrive  at  tlie  facts  fully  pertaining  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  hereto  a  new  trial  is  necessary.  Wherefore  it  is  ordered  that 
the  decinion  of  the  register  and  receiver,  made  April  21,  1897,  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  is  ordered  to  be  held  at  the  U.  S.  Land  Office  at  Des 
Moines,  Iowa,  on  the  14th  day  of  Sept.,  1897,  and  the  parties  hereto  are  hereby  noti- 
fied of  this  order  and  summoned  to  appear  at  said  time  and  place. 

Edwakd  B.  Evans,  Register, 
WiLUAM  H.  TURBKTT,  Reoeivef, 

Rule  80  of  Practice  provides  that  "  No  ofScer  shall  entertain  a  motion 
in  a  case  after  an  appeal  from  his  decision  has  been  taken." 
The  appeals  of  Beacom  and  Patterson  are  alleged  to  have  been  duly 
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and  regularly  made,  and  as  such  they  operated  to  deprive  the  local  offi- 
cers of  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  and  the  withdrawal  of  Beacom'a  appeal 
would  not  reinvest  those  officers  with  jurisdiction. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  local  officers  exceeded  their 
authority  iu  issuing  the  above  order. 

The  petitioner  has  invoked  the  proper  remedy.  Wood  v.  Goodwin 
(10  L.  D.,  689). 

I  have  therefore  to  direct  that  you  order  the  local  officers  to  transmit 
the  record  iu  the  cause  to  your  office,  without  delay,  for  such  action 
as  may  seem  proper. 


railroad  lands-acts  op  jtjxe  «8,  1874,  and  march  3,  1887. 
Power  v.  Olson  bt  al.    (On  Eeview.) 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  22,  1874,  and  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  are 
remedial  in  character,  and  hence  should  receive  a  liberal  construction,  and 
should  also  be  construed  tn  pari  materia  together  with  the  original  granting  act 
in  case  of  an  application  to  purchase  under  said  section  5.  It  must  therefore  be 
held  that  lauds  in  even-numbered  sections  selected  under  the  act  of  1874,  are 
from  the  time  of  such  selection  the  ''numbered  sections"  of  the  grant  iis  such 
phrase  is  used  in  said  section  5,  and  may  be  purchased  thereunder  if  said  indem- 
nity selection  proves  invalid. 

The  protection  given  to  settlers  by  the  second  proviso  to  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 
1887,  is  restricted  to  such  persons  as  may  have  settled  in  good  faith  after  Decem- 
ber 1,  1882,  and  before  the  passage  of  said  act,  claiming  a  right  to  enter  under 
the  settlement  laws  in  ignorance  of  the  rights  or  equities  of  others  in  the  prem- 
ises. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  28^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  1897.  (W.  M.  W.) 

Ou  the  16th  of  October,  1896,  the  Department  decided  the  above 
entitled  case,  affirming  your  office  decision  of  April  11,  1896,  denying 
James  B.  Power  the  right  to  purchase  the  land  involved  under  the  5th 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887.  See  23  L.  D.,  387.  Power  has  filed 
a  motion  for  review  of  said  departmental  decision,  and  in  support  of  it 
has  submitted  briefs  and  has  been  heard  orally. 

The  facts  are,  substantially,  as  follows: 

On  March  31, 1877,  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  per  list 
No.  5,  selected,  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194),  lots  1,  2, 
3  and  4,  the  S.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  4;  lots  1,  2,  3  and  4,  the  S.  ^  of 
the  NE.  4,  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  and  the  SE.  J  of  See.  6;  the  NW.  J, 
and  the  N.  J  of  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  8,  all  in  T.  135,  E.  52;  also  the  W.  J 
of  the  NW.  J,  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J,  and  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  J,  of  Sec. 
34,  T.  136,  E.  52,  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  land  district.  This  selection 
was  made  in  lieu  of  certain  other  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of 
the  grant  to  said  road  in  the  State  of  ^linnesota,  which  indemnity  lands 
had  never,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  been  selected  by  said  company  on  account 
of  losses  within  the  place  limits  of  its  grant,  but  were  relinquished  to 
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the  XTnited  States  on  account  of  settlement  claims  thereon  that  attached 
after  said  lands  were  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  the  company  and 
while  the  withdrawal  was  recognized. 

Power  purchased  the  lands  in  question  from  the  railroad  company, 
under  contracts,  in  1880  and  1881,  and  immediately  went  into  possession 
of  them  and  has  continuously  remained  in  possession  ever  since.  He 
received  deeds  from  the  company,  dated  January  20, 1883,  reciting  a 
consideration  of  $2,900. 

On  May  13, 1891,  your  office  held  said  selection  list  for  cancellation, 
for  the  reason  that  the  bases  for  it  were  invalid,  except  as  to  the  S.  j 
of  the  NE.  4  of  Sec.  6,  and  the  ISW,  i  of  Sec.  8,  and  said  list  was  can- 
celed by  your  office  on  September  30, 1891,  except  as  to  the  two  tracts 
above  named.  The  company  took  no  appeal  from  your  office  decision 
canceling  said  selection  list,  and  consequently  it  became  final  as  against 
the  company. 

Power  is  shown  to  be  qualified  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  March 
3, 1887.  The  land  was  free  from  settlement  claims  when  he  made  his 
purchase  from  the  company . 

On  December  2, 1891,  Gunder  Olson  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
SE.  4  of  Sec.  34,  T.  136,  R.  52 ;  and  on  December  8,  1891,  Joseph  A. 
Beeton  made  homestead  entry  for  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  4  of  said  section. 

Power  first  applied  for  the  land  on  December  18, 1891,  under  the  4th 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  which  was  rejected  by  your  office, 
and  upon  his  appeal  to  the  Department,  your  office  decision  was 
affirmed  April  16, 1894  (286  L.  and  R.,  126),  and  on  review  October  12, 
1894  (296  L.  and  E.,  1).  The  grounds  upon  which  his  right  to  x>erfeGt 
title  under  said  section  was  denied  were  that  such  right  only  exist 
when  the  lands  were  unearned  under  the  grant,  and  erroneously  certi- 
fied or  patented  to  the  company,  as  held  in  Wright  v.  Coble,  9  L.  D., 
199,  and  Drake  et  al.  v.  Button,  14  L.  D.,  18. 

These  lauds  are  all  situated  in  even  numbered  sections;  the  grant 
made  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  of  lands  situated 
in  odd  numbered  sections. 

In  the  decision  sought  to  have  reviewed  the  Department  held  that 
the  right  of  purchase  under  section  5  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  is 
limited  to  the  numbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and,  therefore, 
can  not  be  exercised  to  secure  title  to  even  numbered  sections  selected 
under  the  indemnity  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  22, 1874. 

When  the  case  was  decided  by  the  Department  on  the  merits,  the 
only  question  presented  was,  whether  Power  is  entitled  to  make  proof 
and  payment  for  the  laud  involved  under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1887.  and  necessarily  the  only  material  question  to  determine 
in  x)assing  on  the  motion  for  review  is,  whether  the  Department  erred 
in  applying  the  law  to  the  case  in  the  decision  heretofore  rendered. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  is  not  a  party  to  this  pro- 
ceeding; the  decision  of  your  office  of  September  30, 1891,  canceling  its 
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selection  list  was  not  appealed  from  by  the  company;  such  decision 
was  final  and  conclasive  as  against  the  company.  This  controversy 
is  solely  between  Power  and  the  goyemment  and  the  homestead 
entryman;  therefore^  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  or  pass  upon  the 
contention  of  counsel  as  to  whether  the  lands  in  controversy  passed  to 
the  railroad  company  under  its  grant  as  ^^  granted  lands,"  or  ^Hands 
granted."  Power's  application  is  based  upon  the  claim  that  the  title 
to  the  lands  did  not  pass  to  the  company,  and  for  that  very  reason  he 
asks  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  1887. 

In  the  first  ground  of  the  motion  for  review,  it  is  claimed  that: 
'^Said  decision  shows  that  the  case  was  decided  upon  a  strict  literal 
construction  of  section  5  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887."  This  contention 
must  be  conceded  to  be  correct.  It  is  further  contended  that  said 
section  of  said  act  is  remedial  in  character,  and  should  be  liberally 
construed;  that  in  construing  it,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  granting  act 
to  the  railroad  company,  and  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  should  be  con- 
sidered and  construed  as  being  in  pari  materia.  If  these  contentions 
are  well  founded,  the  departmental  decision  was  erroneous,  and  should 
be  reversed  and  the  right  of  purchase  of  the  land  involved  be  allowed 
to  Power. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365), 

granted  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  ....  every  alternate  section 
of  pnblic  land  not  mineral,  designated  by  odd  nambers,  to  the  amount  of  twenty 
alternate  sections  per  mile  ....  and  whenever  ....  any  of  said  sections,  or  parts 
of  sections,  shall  have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  by  homestead  settlers 
or  pre-empted,  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  other  lands  shall  be  selected  by  said  com- 
pany in  lieu  thereof  ....  in  alternate  sections  and  designated  by  odd  numbers 

within  the  indemnity  limits  fixed  by  said  act. 
The  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat,  194),  provides: 

That  in  the  adjustment  of  all  railroad  land  grants  ....  if  any  of  the  lands 
granted  be  found  in  the  possession  of  an  actual  settler,  whose  entry  or  filing  has 
been  allowed  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States  subse- 
quent to  the  time  at  which,  by  the  decision  of  the  laud  office,  the  right  of  said  road 
was  declared  to  have  attached  to  such  lands,  the  grantees,  upon  proper  relinquish- 
ment of  the  lands  so  entered  or  filed  for,  shall  be  entitled  to  select  an  equal  quantity 
of  other  lands  in  lieu  thereof  from  any  of  the  public  lands  not  mineral  and  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant,  not  otherwise  appropriated  at  the  date  of  selection. 

By  act  of  August  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  369),  the  act  of  1874  was  amended, 
so  as  to  remove  the  requirement  that  the  entry  or  filing  should  have 
been  allowed,  and  extending  the  benefits  of  the  act  to  claims  base<l 
upon  settlements  made  upon  railroad  lands  subsequent  to  the  attach- 
ment of  the  rights  of  the  companies  under  their  grants. 

The  6th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  provides: 

That  when  any  said  company  shall  have  sold  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  persons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  snch  citizens,  as  a  part  of 
its  grant,  lands  not  cony  eyed  to  or  for  the  ase  of  such  company,  said  lands  being 
the  numbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  coterminous  with  the  con- 
stracted  parts  of  said  road,  and  when  the  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reason  excepted 
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from  tl^e  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  bona  fide 
purchaser  thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for  said 
lands  at  the  ordinary  government  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents  shall 
issue  therefor  to  said  bona  fide  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns. 

The  act  of  June  22, 1874,  and  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  both  relate  to 
the  adjustment  of  all  railroad  grants,  and  they  should  be  construed  in 
pari  materia  under  familiar  rules  of  statutory  construction. 

It  is  equally  clear  that  the  act  of  1874  and  the  5th  section  of  the  act 
of  1887  are  remedial  in  character,  and  should  be  liberally  construed  in 
favor  of  all  persons  who  may  come  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be 
remedied. 

The  act  of  1874  allows  a  railroad  company  to  select,  in  lieu  of  lands 
relinquished  under  said  act,  <^ other  lauds" 

from  any  of  the  public  lands,  not  mineral,  within  the  limits  of  its  grant,  not  other- 
wise appropriated  at  the  date  of  selection,  to  which  they  shall  receive  title,  the  same 
as  though  originally  granted. 

It  is  clear  from  this  language  that,  when  a  lawful  selection  is  made 
under  said  act  by  a  railroad  .company  of  other  sections  than  those 
specified  in  the  granting  act  to  such  company,  lands  so  selected  become, 
from  the  date  of  selection,  and  are  in  legal  effect,  the  numbered  sec- 
tions of  such  grant,  irrespective  of  whether  they  be  situated  in  the 
numbered  sections  specified  in  the  original  granting  act  or  not,  the  same 
as  though  they  had  been  originally  granted. 

In  this  case,  if  the  selection  of  the  company  had  been  a  valid  one, 
there  is  no  doubt  but  what  Power's  title  under  his  purchase  from  the 
company  would  have  been  good,  and  the  act  of  1887  would  not  need  to 
be  invoked. 

The  company  selected  the  land  involved  under  the  act  of  1874;  its 
selection  was  of  record  in  the  local  land  ofiioe  and  its  validity  was  not 
questioned  at  the  time  Power  purchased  the  land  of  the  company,  nor 
for  a  long  time  thereafter.  At  the  time  he  purchased  the  land  from 
the  company,  he  had  no  means  of  knowing  that  the  company  would 
fail  to  receive  a  good  title  under  its  selection.  So  far  as  he  was  con- 
cerned, he  occupied  precisely  the  same  position  as  he  would  if  the 
selection  had  been  valid,  and  in  passing  upon  his  right  to  purchase 
under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1887,  the  selection,  notwithstanding 
its  invalidity,  should  be  given  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  it  were 
valid,  in  so  far  as  making  the  land  embraced  in  the  invalid  selection  the 
numbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant  to  the  road.  The  object  and 
purpose  of  the  5th  section  of  said  act  were  to  give  relief  to  persons  who 
were  qualified  and  had  purchased  in  good  faith  lands  of  railroad  com- 
panies, which  for  "any  reason"  are  excepted  from  the  grant  to  such 
companies. 

Power's  equity  is  founded  upon  his  purchase  of  the  lands  in  question 
in  good  faith,  the  payment  of  a  valuable  consideration  therefor,  relying 
upon  receiving  a  good  title  from  the  company,  and  through  the  ille- 
gality of  the  company's  selection,  as  the  grant  is  now  construed^  the 
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title  he  bought  and  paid  for  ha»  failed.  He  has  received  uo  title  to  the 
land  from  the  company. 

Construing  the  act  of  1874,  section  5  of  the  act  of  1887  and  the  grant- 
ing act  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Company  all  together  as  being  in  pari 
materia,  I  conclude  that  Power's  application  to  x)nrchase  clearly  comes 
within  the  remedial  provisions  of  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  1887, 
provided  his  right  is  superior  to  the  rights  of  Olson  et  al,^  homestead 
claimants. 

The  Department  has  not  been  favored  with  an  argument  on  the  part 
of  the  homestead  claimants,  and  therefore  is  not  apprised  of  tlie  specific 
claims  of  Olson  et  al.  to  the  lands  embraced  in  their  entries  as  against 
Power's  right  to  purchase  under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1887.  It 
may  be  that  they  are  relying  on  the  second  proviso  to  said  section  6, 
which  provides: 

That  this  section  shaU  not  apply  to  lands  settled  upon  subsequent  to  the  first  day 
of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-two,  by  persons  cUiiming  to  outer  the 
same  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States,  as  to  which  lands  the  parties 
claiming  the  same  as  aforesaid  shall  be  entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  as  in  other 
like  cases. 

In  a  long  line  of  decisions  the  Department  has  held  that  the  protec- 
tion given  to  settlers  by  this  proviso  is  restricted  to  such  persons  as 
may  have  settled  upon  the  land  in  good  faith  after  December  1, 1882, 
and  he/ore  the  passage  of  said  act  of  1887,  claiming  in  good  faith  a 
right  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws,  in  ignorance  of  the 
rights  or  equities  of  others  in  the  premises.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Min- 
neapolis and  Omaha  Ey.  Co.,  11  L.  D.,  607;  Union  Pacific  Ey.  Co.  et  al, 
V.  McKinley,  14  L.  D.,  237;  Stebbins  v.  Croke,  14  L.  D.,  498;  McCord 
r.  Eowley  et  al.j  18  L.  D,,  502;  Swineford  et  al,  v.  Piper,  19  L.  D.,  9; 
Holton  et  al,  v.  Eutledge,  20  L.  D.,  227.  Neither  Olson  nor  Beeton 
has  made  any  claim  of  settlement  during  the  period  named. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  as  hereinbefore  set  forth  it  is  clear  that 
Power's  right  to  acquire  title  to  the  land  in  question  is  superior  to  the 
rights  of  Olson  et  al,,  the  homestead  entrymen. 

Power's  application  to  purchase  under  the  5tli  section  of  the  act  of 
1887  will  be  allowed,  upon  his  compliance  with  the  law  in  the  matter 
of  making  payment  for  the  land,  and  thereupon  the  homestead  entries 
of  Olson  et  al,  for  the  land  involved  will  be  canceled.  If,  for  any 
reason,  Power  fails  to  complete  his  purchase  within  ninety  days  from 
receipt  of  notice  of  this  decision,  the  homestead  entries  of  Olson  et  al, 
will  remain  intact,  subject  to  due  compliance  with  law  by  the  entrymen. 

Departmental  decision  of  October  16, 1896,  reported  in  23  L.  D.,  387, 
is  hereby  set  aside  and  vacated,  and  your  office  decision  of  April  11, 
1896,  appealed  from,  is  hereby  reversed, 
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SECOND  HOMESTEAD  ENTBY— 8ECTIO:S^  »,  ACT  OF  MABCH  S,  1888. 

HEBTZEE  V.  Henisbmond. 

Section  2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  provides  for  the  allowance  of  a  second  homestead 
entry  in  any  case  in  which  the  applicant,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute, 
made  entry  nnder  the  homestead  law  but  has  not  perfected  title  therennder, 
either  before  or  since  that  time. 

The  case  of  Dowman  v.  Moss,  19  L.  D.,  526,  OTerruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Bycm  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  July  30^  1897.  (F.  L.  0) 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Charles  Hertzke  from  your  office  decision  of  May 
10, 1893,  dismissing  his  contest  against  the  homestead  entry  of  Jacob 
Henermond,  made  December  9, 1892,  for  the  E.  i  of  the  ITW.  ^j  Sec.  33, 
T.  6  S.,  R.  38  W.,  Oberlin,  Kansas. 

The  record  shows  that  on  December  12, 1892,  Hertzke  presented  his 
homestead  application  for  said  land,  bat  the  same  was  rejected  for 
conHict  with  the  entry  of  Henermond.  Hertzke  thereupon  appealed. 
Subsequently,  however,  he  instituted  contest  proceedings  against  said 
entry,  alleging  that  Henermond  was  not  a  qualified  entryman  for  the 
reason  that  he  had  previously  made  an  entry  under  the  homestead  law 
for  other  lands,  and  had  relinquished  the  same. 

Ko  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  on  the  appeal,  but  the  contest 
proceeded  to  trial  and  was  heard  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts, 
from  which  it  appears  that  on  October  13, 1885,  Henermond  made  home- 
stead entry  for  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  14,  T.  9  S.,  B.  4  W.,  Oberlin,  Kansas, 
and  relinquished  the  same  March  8, 1890. 

Among  the  papers  filed  by  Henermond  at  the  date  of  his  entry  for 
the  laud  in  question,  which  are  a  part  of  the  record  before  me,  is  found 
his  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  after  making  his  original  entry,  he  estab- 
lished his  residence  on  the  land  covered  thereby,  and  continuously 
resided  thereon  until  the  year  1890,  when,  owing  to  his  poverty,  the 
result  of  crop  failures  and  other  circumstances  beyond  his  control,  he 
was  compelled  to  relinquish  the  entry;  and  that  he  has  never  per- 
fected title  to  land  under  either  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  law. 

Accompanying  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  was  a  motion  by  Hener- 
mond to  dismiss  the  contest  because  of  insufficiency  of  the  grounds 
alleged  therein.  This  motion  was  granted  by  the  local  officers,  and  on 
appeal  to  your  office  the  action  below  was  sustained. 

The  sole  question  presented  by  the  record  is  whether  Henermond 
was,  on  December  9,  1892,  a  qusJified  entryman  under  the  homestead 
law,  in  view  of  the  previous  entry  made  by  him  as  aforesaid.  Tour 
office  held  that  under  the  provisions  of  Sec.  2  of  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  he  was  so  qualified. 

Said  section  provides: 

That  any  person  who  has  not  heretofore  perfected  title  to  a  tract  of  land  of  whieh 
he  has  made  entry  under  the  homestead  law,  may  mak/s  a  homestead  entry  of  not 
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exceeding  one-quarter  section  of  public  land  subject  to  such  entry,  sucli  preTions 
filing  or  entry  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding;  but  this  right  shall  not  apply  to 
persons  who  perfect  title  to  lands  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  already 
initiated. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  predicated  npon  the  theory  that  Hener- 
mond,  having  relinqoished  to  the  goyernment  his  said  original  entry 
made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  has  not  perfected  title  to  the 
land  covered  by  snch  original  entry,  and  therefore  comes  within  the 
provisions  of  the  act.  The  fact  that  the  relinquishment  by  Henermond 
was  made  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  was  held  not  to 
affect  the  question  of  its  operation  in  support  of  his  second  entry. 

In  other  words,  the  decision  appealed  from  answers  the  question 
above  formulated  in  the  affirmative.  It  says,  in  effect,  that  an  entry 
made  prior  to  March  2, 1889  (the  date  of  the  act  under  consideration), 
and  not  then  completed,  but  then  or  thereafter  relinquished,  abandoned, 
cancelled,  or  for  any  reason  not  perfected,  does  not  preclude  the  entry- 
man  from  subsequently  making  a  homestead  entry.  Henermond  did 
make  a  homestead  entry  prior  to  March  2, 1889.  He  did  not  complete 
that  entry,  but  relinquished  it  in  1890.  Subsequently,  on  December 
9, 1892,  he  made  homestead  entry  of  another  tract,  to  wit,  the  E.  i  of 
the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  6  S.,  E.  38  W.,  Oberlin,  Kansas.  Can  this 
entry  stand,  or  must  it  be  canceled  because  the  entryman's  homestead 

right  had  previously  been  exhausted? 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  general  homestead  law  of  May  20, 1862 

(12  Stat.,  392),  but  one  homestead  entry  was  or  is  allowable  to  one 

person,  and  that  for  a  tract  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  or  less. 

See  sections  2289  and  2298,  parts  of  the  codification  of  said  act,  in  the 

Revised  Statutes.    But  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (8upra)j  made  certain 

exceptions  to  the  rule  of  law  thus  laid  down. 

It  provided  in  section  two,  that  any  person  *' who  has  not  heretofore 
perfected  title  to  a  tract  of  land  of  which  he  has  made  entry  under  the 
homestead  law,  may  make  homestead  entry,"  etc.  This  is  a  general 
law  applicable  wherever  the  general  land  laws  are  applicable.  There 
are  two  special  acts  providing  for  second  homestead  entries  under  cer- 
tain circumstances  and  in  specified  territory.  One  relates  to  entries  of 
Seminole  Indian  lands,  now  la  Oklahoma,  and  bears  date  March  2, 
1889,  the  same  as  the  general  act  above  referred  to.  See  25  Stat.,  980 
(1005).  The  other  bears  date  February  13,  1891  (26  Stat,  758),  and 
relates  to  what  is  known  as  the  Sac  and  Fox  country  in  Oklahoma. 

Cases  will  arise,  in  fact  cases  are  now  pending  before  this  Depart- 
ment*, in  which  a  consideration  of  these  special  acts  will  become 
necessary.  They  are  referred  to  only  because  they  point  in  the  same 
direction,  or  relate  to  the  same  subject  (that  of  second  entries)  as  the 
general  act  of  1889,  which  controls  this  case. 

It  is  to  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  general  act  allows  second  entries  to 
'^  any  person  who  has  not  heretofore  perfected  title  to  a  tract  of  land 
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of  which  he  has  made  entry  under  the  homestead  law,"  with  certain 
specified  exceptions. 

"  Heretofore"  naturally  and  necessarily  means  before  March  2, 1889, 
the  date  of  the  act,  and  it  presupposes  the  existence  of  a  homestead 
entry  prior  to  said  date.  Henermond  had  made  entry  prior  to  March 
2, 1889,  but  he  had  not  at  that  date  "perfected  title"  under  said  entry, 
and  he  never  did  perfect  title  thereunder.  On  the  contrary,  he  relin- 
quished said  entry,  and  thereby  abandoned  all  chance  to  perfect  title. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  from  the  language  of  the  act,  that  he 
clearly  comes  within  the  provisions  of  so  much  of  section  two  thereof 
as  is  above  quoted,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  make  another  entry. 

A  statute  is  to  be  construed  according  to  its  terms,  and  where  its 
language  is  unambiguous  there  is  little  or  no  room  for  construction. 
The  language  of  this  statute  is  plain,  and  to  adopt  any  construction 
other  than  that  above  suggested  would  be  a  departure  from  the  ordi- 
nary use  of  words  as  spoken  and  written  in  our  tongue. 

Such  departure,  if  ever  called  for,  is  not  justified  in  the  considera- 
tion of  this  statute,  for  not  only  is  it  plain,  unambiguous,  and  direct  in 
its  provisions  but  it  is  also  beneficial  and  remedial  and  should  not  be 
narrowed  by  a  strained  interpretation. 

The  section  under  consideration  does  not  stop  here.  It  goes  on  to 
say — "But  this  right  (the  right  of  second  entry)  shall  not  apply  to 
persons  who  perfect  title  to  lands  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead 
laws  already  initiated." 

The  converse  of  this  is,  necessarily,  that  its  provisions  shall  apply  to 
persons  who  do  not  perfect  title  to  lands  under  the  pre-emption  or 
homestead  laws  already  initiated. 

That  is,  persons  who  do  not  after  the  passage  of  the  act  perfect  title 
under  entries  made  prior  to  the  date  thereof,  may,  under  the  terms  of 
the  act,  make  a  second,  or  another,  homestead  entry.  The  qualifying 
clause  above  quoted  from  the  act  means  this,  or  it  has  no  office  to  per- 
form. Its  purpose  is  clear.  But  for  it,  a  person  who  made  homestead 
entry  prior  to  March  2, 1889,  and  thereafter  perfected  title  thereunder, 
could,  under  the  language  of  the  first  clause  of  the  section,  make 
another  entry  and  secure  title  thereunder,  thus  twice  securing  a  home- 
stead right  in  its  full  fruition.  With  the  last  clause,  not  only  is  such 
a  result  impossible,  but  by  it  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  first  clause 
is  emphasized,  and  were  such  purpose  and  intent  not  clear  from  the 
language  there  used,  it  is  made  clear  and  certain  by  what  follows. 
This  view  of  the  law  has  heretofore  been  taken  by  the  Department. 

On  March  8,  1889  (8  L.  D.,  314),  your  office,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  issued  circular  instructions  to  registers  and 
receivers,  to  guide  them  in  administering  the  act  of  March  2, 1889. 

The  second  seotion  of  the  act  allows  in  general  terms  any  party  who  has  hereto- 
fore made  a  homestead  entry  and  who  has  not  perfected  title  thereunder  to  make 
another  homestead  entry,  while  denying  such  right  to  any  party  who  perfects  title 
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to  lands  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  already  initiated,  and  specifically 
pro\'ide8  that  parties  who  have  existing  pre-emption  rights  may  transmute  them  to 
homestead  entries  and  perfect  title  to  the  lands  under  the  homestead  laws,  although 
they  may  have  heretofore  had  the  benefit  thereof. 

Therefore  you  will  not  hereafter  reject  a  homestead  application  on  the  grounds 
that  the  applicant  can  not  make  the  p^'esoribed  oath  that  he  has  not  previously 
made  such  an  entry,  but  he  will  be  required  to  show  by  affidavit,  designating  the 
entry  formerly  made  by  description  of  the  land,  number  and  date  of  entry,  or  other 
sufficient  data,  that  it  was  made  prior  to  the  date  of  said  act,  and  also  that  he  has 
not  since  perfected  a  pre-emption  or  homestead  title  initiated  prior  to  that  date. 

Here  was  warrant  for  Henermond  to  do  just  what  lie  did  in  this  case. 

In  the  case  in  12  L.  D.,  268,  decided  March  21, 1891,  Thomas  Fitz- 
patrick  made  original  or  first  homestead  entry  June  14, 1888,  after- 
wards claiming  that  the  tract  entered  was  not  the  tract  he  intended  to 
enter,  and  averring  that  the  tract  he  intended  to  enter  had  been  appro- 
priated by  another  entryman,  he  applied  to  amend  to  another  and  a  newly 
selected  tract. 

The  decision  held  that  under  such  circumstances  he  could  not 
amend,  but  he  could,  under  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  relinquish  his 
original  entry  and  make  entry  of  the  tract  desired,  thus  directly  recog- 
nizing the  right  to  relinquish  an  entry  made  prior  to  March  2, 1889, 
and  not  then  or  thereafter  perfected,  and  make  a  new,  or  a  second,  entry. 
In  fact,  that  this  was*  the  only  relief  to  which  he  was  entitled* 

In  Miller  v.  Craig  (15  L.  D.,  154)  it  was  held  that  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  Miller  to  secure  title  under  a  homestead  entry  made  prior  to 
March  2, 1889,  said  entry  being  thereafter  canceled  for  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  law,  did  not  defeat  his  right  to  a  second  entry  under  the 
actof  March  2, 1889. 

In  Dowman  v.  Moss  (19  L.  D.,  526)  a  different  view  was  expressed. 
It  was  said  that  the  intent  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889, 

was  to  afford  relief  to  those  entrymen  who  for  some  reason  had  lost  their  land, 
and  under  the  law  were  precluded  from  making  a  second  entry.  It  was  not  intended 
to  allow  those  who  made  entry  before  the  approval  of  the  act,  to  relinquish  it  and 
make  a  new  entry. 

This  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  in  that  case.  It  was  obiter 
dictunij  and  will  not  be  followed. 

After  full  and  careful  consideration  of  the  law  in  question,  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  concluding  that  it  proyide5>.  for  the  allowance  of  second 
homestead  entry  in  any  case  in  which  the  applicant,  prior  to  the  enact- 
ment of  the  statute,  made  entry  under  the  homestead  law  but  has  not 
perfected  title  thereunder,  either  before  or  since  that  time. 

The  conclusion  in  this  case  therefore  is  that  Henermoud's  homestead 
entry,  made  December  9,  1892,  was  properly  allowed,  and  that  your 
office  decision  dismissing  the  contest  of  Hertzke  was  and  is  correct. 
Said  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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BAILBOAB  GRANT-INDEMNITY  WITHDBAWAL. 

Labson  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Co. 

Lands  embraced  within  the  indemnity  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  main  line 
of  the  St.  Paul,  MinneapoliB,  and  Manitoba  road,  onder  the  grant  of  March  3, 
1857,  are  not  by  sach  reservation  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  subsequent 
grant  of  1871  for  the  St.  Vincent  extension  of  said  road. 

The  case  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Co.  v.  Hagen,  20  L.  D.,  249, 
overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  Y.  D.)  August  2^  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  March  31, 1896,  was  forwarded  a  motion, 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Eailway 
Company,  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  10,  1896 
(not  reported),  in  which  your  office  decision  of  July  31, 1894,  holding 
that  the  B.  J  of  the  l^B.  4  of  Sec.  21,  T.  131  F.,  R.  43  W.,  St.  Cloud 
laud  district,  Minnesota,  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  said  company 
on  account  of  the  St.  Vincent  Extension,  was  affirmed. 

Said  motion  was  entertained  and  returned  for  service  February  24, 
1897.  It  has  been  again  filed,  bearing  evidence  of  service,  and  was 
transmitted  with  your  office  letter  of  April  16, 1897. 

The  tract  involved  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  said 
company  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1857  (11  Stat.,  195),  as  adjusted  to 
the  line  of  location  of  what  is  known  as  the  main  line  of  said  road. 
Upon  the  adjustment  of  the  limits  under  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of 
March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  588),  for  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  of  said 
road,  it  was  found  that  this  tract  fell  within  the  primary  or  granted 
limits  of  the  said  grant. 

The  present  controversy  arose  upon  the  tender  of  a  homestead  appli- 
cation by  Christian  M.  Larson  on  September  4, 1887. 

The  company  lays  no  claim  to  the  land  on  account  of  the  grant  under 
the  act  of  1857,  for  its  main  line,  but  urges  that  it  passed  under  the 
grant  of  1871,  upon  the  definite  location  of  the  St.  Vincent  Extension 
on  December  19, 1871. 

The  record  discloses  no  adverse  claim  to  the  land  on  December  19, 
1871,  nor  is  any  alleged  by  Larson. 

The  decision  under  review  held,  following  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
said  company  v.  Hagen  (20  L.  D.,  249),  that  the  withdrawal  for  indem- 
nity purposes  upon  the  main  line,  existing  at  the  date  of  definite  loca- 
tion of  the  St.  Vincent  Extension,  served  to  except  the  tract  from  the 
operation  of  the  grant  under  the  act  of  1871. 

The  motion  for  review  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  said  decision  of 
this  Department,  which  holds  that  the  indemnity  withdrawal  for  the 
main  line  will  defeat  the  operation  of  the  subsequent  grant  for  the  St 
Vincent  Extension,  is  in  conflict  with  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court 
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in  the  case  of  Wisconsin  Central  v.  Forsythe  (159  U.  S.,  46).  In  that 
case,  the  tract  involved  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  made 
by  the  act  of  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat.,  20),  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  what  is  known  as  the  Bayfield  branch  of  the 
Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Bailroad.  On  account  of 
the  grant  under  the  act  of  1856,  this  Department  withdrew  the  indem- 
nity lands  opposite  said  Bayfield  branch. 

On  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  66),  a  grant  was  made  to  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin to  aid  in  the  construction  of  what  is  known  as  the  Wisconsin 
Central  Bailroad,  and  the  limits  under  this  latter  grant,  as  adjusted  to 
the  line  of  definite  location,  overlapped  the  indemnity  limits  under  the 
act  of  1856  for  the  Bayfield  branch  of  the  Omaha  road.  In  the  admin- 
istration of  these  grants,  this  Department  held  that  the  reservation 
under  the  act  of  1856  was  sufficient  to  defeat  the  operation  of  the  sub- 
sequent grant  under  the  act  of  1864. 

In  the  case  referred  to,  however,  the  court  held  that  lands  within  the 
indemnity  limits  under  the  act  of  1856  were  subject  to  the  control  of 
Congress,  and  from  a  consideration  of  the  act  of  1864  it  was  found  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to  grant  the  same  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bailroad. 

In  said  opinion  it  was  stated: 

The  land  was,  therefore,  subject  to  the  fall  control  of  Congress  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1864.  What  did.  Congress  intend  by  that  actf  It  had  in  1856 
granted  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  six  sections  per  mile  to  aid  it  in  the  construction 
of  a  road  from  Madison  or  Colnmbus,  by  way  of  Portage  City,  to  the  St.  Croix  River 
or  Lake,  and  thence  to  the  west  end  of  Lake  Superior,  and  to  Bayfield,  with  a  pro- 
viso that  if  the  road  was  not  completed  within  ten  years  the  unsold  lands  should 
revert  to  the  United  States.    Wisconsin  had  accepted  this  grant,  and  thus  impliedly 

undertaken  to  construct  the  road It  was  evident  that  the  inducement  of 

six  sections  per  mile  had  not  been  sufiBcient  to  secure  the  constmction  of  the  road  in 
the  comparatively  uninhabited  portions  in  the  northwestern  part  of  the  State,  and 
so  Congress  determined  to  enlarge  its  grant  in  order  to  secure  the  accomplishment  of 
the  desired  end.  At  the  same  time  it  perceived  that  the  public  interests  required  an 
additional  road  running  through  the  central  portion  of  the  State  northward  to  the 
two  termini  on  Lake  Superior,  named  for  the  road  from  St.  Croix  Lake  or  River. 

And  so  it  passed  the  act  of  1864.  This  made  a  grant  to  the  same  grantee,  to  wit, 
the  State  of  Wisconsin,  but  expressed  the  terms  and  purposes  in  three  separate  sec- 
tions. Congress  evidently  knew  that  at  the  time  two  companies  had  been  named  by 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  as  the  parties  to  construct  the  road  provided  for  by  the  act  of 
1856.  So,  in  the  first  section,  it  made  a  grant  of  ten  sections  per  mile  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  a  road  from  St.  Croix  River  or  Lake  to  the  west  end  of  Lake  Superior, 
with  a  branch  to  Bayfield;  in  the  second,  a  grant  in  substantially  like  terms  for  a 
road  from  Tomah  to  the  St.  Croix  River  or  Lake;  and  in  the  third,  a  grant  also  of 
ten  sections  per  mile  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  road  from  Portage  City,  Berlin, 
Doty's  Island,  or  Fond  du  Lao,  as  the  State  should  determine,  in  a  northwesterly 
direction  to  Bayfield,  and  theh  to  Superior,  on  Lake  Superior.  In  each  of  these  three 
sections  it  named  the  State  of  Wisconsin  as  the  grantee.  Although  it  knew  that  the 
State  had  made  two  separate  companies  the  beneficiaries  of  the  act  of  1856,  it  made 
no  grant  to  those  companies.  It  dealt  in  all  three  sections  with  the  State,  relying 
npon  the  St<ate  as  the  party  to  see  that  the  roads  were  completed,  and  to  use  its  own 
Judgment  as  to  the  manner  of  securing  such  construction.    The  act  of  1864  was, 
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therefore,  a  mere  enlargement  of  the  act  of  1856^  was  made  to  the  same  gpranteo, 
was  in  pari  materia,  and  is  to  be  construed  accordingly.  It  is  not  to  be  treated  as  an 
independent  grant  to  a  different  party,  and,  therefore,  liable  to  oome  in  conflict  with 
the  rights  of  the  first  grantee. 

For  whose  benefit  was  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of 
the  Bayfield  road  made  f  Obviously,  as  often  declared,  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantee. 
It  is  as  though  the  United  States  had  said  to  the  grantee :  we  do  not  know  whether, 
along  the  lino  of  road,  when  you  finally  locate  it,  there  will  be  six  alternate  sections 
iree  from  any  pre-emption  or  other  claim,  and,  therefore,  so  situated  that  you  may 
take  title  thereto,  and  so  wo  will  hold  from  sale  or  disposal  to  any  one  else  an  addi- 
tional territory  of  nine  miles  on  either  side  that  within  those  nine  miles  yon  may 
8<.'lect  whatever  lands  may  be  necessary  to  make  the  full  quota  of  six  sections  per 
mile.  When  Congress,  by  a  subsequent  act,  makes  a  new  and  absolute  grant  to  the 
same  grantee  of  Linds  thus  held  by  the  goYornment  for  the  benefit  of  such  grantee, 
upon  what  reasoning  can  It  be  said  that  such  grant  does  not  operate  upon  those 
lands.  *#««»#♦ 

A\nien  Congress  makes  a  grant  of  a  specific  number  of  sections  in  aid  of  any  work 
of  internal  improyement,  it  must  be  assumed  that  it  intends  the  beneficiary  to 
receive  such  amount  of  land,  and  when  it  prescribes  that  those  lands  shall  be  alter- 
nate sections  along  the  lino  of  the  improvement,  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  intent 
is  that  if  possible  the  beneficiary  shall  receive  those  particular  sections.  So  far  as 
railroa<ls  are  concerned,  it  is  the  thought  not  merely  that  the  general  welfare  will 
be  subserved  by  the  construction  of  the  road  along  the  lines  indicated,  but  further, 
that  such  grant  shall  not  be  attended  with  any  pecuniary  loss  to  the  United  States; 
for  the  universal  rule  is  to  double  the  price  of  even  sections  within  the  granted 
limits.  The  expectation  is  that  the  company  receiving  the  odd  sections  will  take 
pains  to  dispose  of  them  to  settlers,  and  thus  by  their  settlement  and  improvement 
increase  the  value  of  the  even  sections  adjoining  and  so  justify  the  added  price. 
To  fully  realize  this  expected  benefit  it  is  essential  that  the  lands  taken  by  the  com- 
pany shall  be  as  near  to  the  line  of  the  road  as  possible ;  and  so,  while  selection  of 
remote  lands  is  permitted,  it  is  only  when  and  because  there  is  a  necessity  of  snoh 
selection  to  make  good  the  amount  of  the  grant.  Obviously,  therefore,  an  act  must 
bo  construed  to  realize,  as  far  as  is  possible,  this  intent  and  to  accomplish  the 
desired  result. 

The  ouly  difference  between  the  case  before  the  court  and  that  now 
under  consideration  is,  that  in  the  act  of  1871  Congress  seems  to  have 
recognized  that  the  State  of  Minnesota,  the  grantee  under  the  act  of 
1857,  had  conferred  the  grant  provided  for  in  said  latter  act,  for  the 
road  under  cousideratioii,  upon  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany.   And  in  said  act  it'is  provided: 

That  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Raib'oad  Company  may  so  alter  its  branch  lines  Chat, 
instead  of  constructing  a  road  from  Crow  Wing  to  St,  Vincent,  and  from  St.  Cloud 
to  the  waters  of  Lake  Superior,  it  may  locate  and  construct,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  line 
from  Crow  Wing  to  Brainerd,  to  intersect  with  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad,  and 
from  St.  Cloud  to  a  point  of  intersection  with  the  line  of  the  original  grant  at  or 
near  Otter  Tail  or  Rush  Lake,  so  as  to  form  a  more  direct  route  to  St.  Vincent,  with 
the  same  proportional  grant  of  lands  to  be  taken  in  the  same  manner  along  said 
altered  lines,  as  is  provided  for  the  present  lines  by  existing  laws. 

In  the  administration  of  the  grant  under  the  act  of  1871,  the  lands 
have  heretofore  been  certilied  and  patented  to  the  State  and  by  the 
State  conveyed  to  the  railroad  company;  and  from  a  consideration  of 
the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  Forsythe  case  I  can  see  uo 
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good  reason  for  adopting  a  different  rule  in  relation  to  the  grants 
under  the  acts  of  1857  and  1871,  from  the  rule  established  by  the  court 
in  that  case.  I  must  therefore  hold  that  the  previous  adjudication  of 
this  Department,  treating  the  indemnity  reservation  uuder  the  act  of 
1857,  for  the  main  line  of  the  Manitoba  road,  as  sufficient  to  except 
the  land  embraced  therein  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  made  by 
the  act  of  1871,  was  error. 

The  decision  under  review  is  accordingly  recalled  and  vacated^  and 
as  the  tract  under  consideration  was  otherwise  subject  to  the  grant 
under  the  act  of  1871,  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road, 
I  must  hold  that  it  passed  thereunder  and  that  no  rights  were  acquired 
by  Larson  under  his  application  presented  as  aforesaid.  Said  applica- 
tion will  accordingly  stand  rejected.  The  decision  in  the  case  of  said 
company  v,  Hagen,  supraj  is  overruled,  and  in  the  future  administration 
of  these  grants  you  will  be  governed  accordingly. 


REPAYMENT— ASSIGNEE-ACT  OV  JUNE  16,  1880. 

W.   E.  MOCOBD. 

A  person  holding  under  a  deed  executed  prior  to  the  snbmiBsion  of  final  proof  and 
the  issannce  of  final  receipt  has  no  standing  as  an  assignee  under  the  statnte 
providing  for  repayment. 

The  departmental  decision  of  July  13^  1896^  23  L.  D.,  137,  recalled  and  vacated. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Officej 
(W.  Y.  D.)  August  2^  1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

On  May  2, 1893,  May  Campbell  made  timber-land  entry  of  the  K  J 
of  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  8,  T.  49  N.,  E.  6  W.,  Ashland  land  district, 
Wisconsin. 

On  January  25, 1894,  your  office  notified  the  local  officers  that  said 
entry  was  on  that  date  held  for  cancellation  for  the  reason  that  the  land 
covered  thereby  had  been  "offered,''  and  was  not  subject  to  entry  under 
the  timber-land  act.  Such  notification  was  transmitted  to  claimant's 
address  at  Iron  Eiver  (given  in  the  entry  papers  as  her  place  of  resi- 
dence), but  it  was  returned  unclaimed.  Your  office,  therefore,  on  June 
8, 1894,  canceled  the  entry  upon  its  records. 

On  September  1, 1894,  W.  E.  McCord,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  land  described,  through  purchase  from  Miss  Campbell,  applied  in 
due  form  for  repayment  of  purchase  money,  fees,  and  commissions.  This 
application  your  office,  by  letter  of  October  10^  1894,  submitted  to  the 
Department,  which,  on  Kovember  13^  1894,  returned  the  same  approved. 

In  ord^  to  obtain  repayment  it  was  necessary,  according  to  the  regu- 
lations of  your  office,  to  submit  *<  properly  authenticated  abstracts  of 
title,  or  the  original  deeds  or  instruments  ot  assignment."  Upon 
examination  of  the  deed  and  abstract  ot  title  it  became  apparent  that 
said  deed  had  been  made  and  executed  by  Miss  Campbell  prior  to  her 
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making  final  proof  and  receiving  final  certificate.  Your  office  tbere- 
fore,  by  letter  of  June  26, 1895,  re-submitted  the  case  to  the  Depart- 
ment, with  the  suggestion  that,  as  the  proof  was  faJse,  the  allowance  of 
the  application  for  repayment  be  canceled. 

The  Department,  therefore,  on  August  12, 1895,  canceled  the  approval 
of  McGord's  application  for  repayment. 

On  August  20,  1895,  your  office  notified  the  local  officers  that 
McGord's  application  had  been  denied,  for  the  reason  above  suggested. 
From  such  action  McCord  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  Department,  on  July  13, 1896,  rendered  a  decision,  the  gist  of 
which  is  contained  in  the  following  paragraph  (23  L.  D.,  137-8) : 

Section  2362  B.  S.  anthorizes  repayment  npon  satisfactory  proof  ''that  any  tract 
of  land  has  been  erroneonsly  sold  by  tbe  United  States,  so  that  from  any  oanse  the 
sale  cannot  be  confirmed '';  and  Sec.  2  of  the  act  of  Jane  16|  1880,  provides  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cause  repayment  to  be  made,  ''when  £romany 
canse  the  entry  has  been  erroneonsly  allowed  and  can  not  be  confirmed/'  In  the 
case  at  bar  the  entry  of  the  land  in  question  under  the  timber-land  law  was  "  errone- 
ously allowed  and  cannot  be  confirmed/'    It  is  therefore  embraced  within  the  class 

for  which  repayment  has  been  provided  and  directed It  waa  canceled  for 

a  reason  for  which  the  law  authorizes  and  directs  repayment.  In  view^  of  this 
fact,  it  is  not  material  whether  Miss  Campbell's  affidavit  is  true  or  false,  and  that 
question  wiU  not  be  inquired  into.    In  my  opinion  repayment  should  be  allowed. 

In  accordance  with  the  decision  above  quoted  from,  McGord's  claim 
for  repayment  was  transmitted  to  the  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  for  the 
Interior  Department,  who,  on  November  12,  1896,  returned  the  same 
to  this  Department,  with  the  suggestion  that  McGord  had  not  shown 
himself  to  be  the  legal  assignee  of  the  entryman,  saying  {inter  alia): 

I  submit  that  W.  E.  McCord  was  never  the  legal  assignee  of  May  CampbeU  within 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  16,  1880,  as  construed  and  defined  in 
Department  circular,  "Instructions  governing  repayment,  etc.",  of  August  6, 1880, 
page  3,  and  as  uniformly  held  in  practice  since  that  time : 

"Assignees.  9.  Those  persons  are  assignees,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes, 
authorizing  the  repayment  ot  purchase  money,  who  purchase  the  land  nfter  (he 
entries  thereof  are  completed,  and  take  assignments  of  the  title  under  suoh  entries 
prior  to  complete  cancellation  thereof,  when  the  entries  fail  of  confirmation.'' 

The  paramount  question  of  McGord's  title  or  right  appears  to  have  been  over- 
looked and  not  considered  by  the  Department The  law  does  not  and  the 

Interior  Department  never  has  recognized  an  "application",  "declaratory  state- 
ment," pre-emptor's  claim  or  occupation  of  the  laud,  as  constituting  or  giving  a 
legal,  assignable,  or  transferable  interest  in  or  title  to  public  lands  of  the  United 
states,  prior  to  entry  of  the  same  and  the  payment  to  a  receiver  of  the  public  moneys 
of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land.  Such  claims  constitute  only  a  personal  right  to 
make  a  future  purchase  of  certain  public  lands  after  the  applicant  and  claimant  has 
taken  certain  oaths  and  complied  with  the  legal  conditions  and  regulations. 

In  my  opinion  the  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  for  the  Interior  Depart- 
ment is  correct  in  his  conclusion  above  expressed.  In  the  depart- 
mental decision  of  July  13, 1896,  attention  seems  to  have  been  directed 
to  a  single  branch  of  the  case^  and  the  question  whether  McGord 
legally  occupied  the  status  of  a  transferee  appears  not  to  have  received 
sufficient  consideration. 

Upon  receipt  of  the  letter  from  the  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  for  the 
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Interior  Department,  a  copy  of  the  same  was  sent  to  W.  E.  McGord, 
and  he  was  notified  by  this  Department  that  thirty  days  would  be 
given  him  within  which  to  show  himself  to  be  the  legal  assignee  of 
May  OampbelL 

Gonnsel  for  McGord  replied,  nnder  date  of  April  17, 1897,  asking 
whether  the  record  of  the  case  does  not  contain — 

The  affidavits  of  said  W.  F.  MoCord^  Walter  P.  Hoover  (notary  public),  Mrs.  May 
Home  {nee  Campbell)y01iver  Campbell,  and  another  whose  name  I  do  not  remember, 
showing  that,  if  the  deed  from  Campbell  to  McCord,  which  constitated  the  basis  of 
said  claim  for  repayment,  bore  the  date  of  May  1,  ''1893/'  it  was  an  error,  and  that 
in  fact  said  deed  was  ezecated  long  afterward,  to  wit,  aboat  May,  1894. 

The  record  contained  certain  affidavits  from  W.  E.  McCord,  May 
Hnme  and  O.  H.  Campbell,  respectively,  but  none  from  Walter  P. 
Hoover,  or  any  other  person  than  those  above  named.  Tonr  office  was 
therefore  directed,  by  departmental  letter  of  May  18, 1897,  to  make  an 
examination  of  its  records  to  discover  whether  the  affidavit  of  said 
Hoover,  or  of  any  other  person  bearing  upon  the  case,  was  on  file  in 
your  office^  and  if  not,  that  you  so  inform  said  counsel,  notifying  him 
that  he  would  be  allowed  thirty  days  in  which  to  supply  said  affidavits. 

The  Department  is  now  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  July  8, 1897, 
transmitting  a  letter  from  said  counsel  in  which  he  encloses  an  affidavit 
from  Walter  B.  Hoover,  who  deposes  and  says: 

That  he  is  the  same  Walter  R.  Hoover  before  whom  was  execated  the  deed  firom 
May  Campbell  to  W.  E.  McCord,  for  the  N.  iof  the  8E.  i  of  Sec.  8,  T.  49  N.,  R.  6.  W., 
Ashland,  Wis.  district,  at  Iron  River,  Bayfield  coanty,  Wisconsin ;  and  that,  while 
he  has  no  data  from  which  to  determine  the  exact  date  of  the  deed,  he  is  quite  cer- 
tain it  was  made  on  or  aboat  May  1, 1804,  and  that  if  the  same  bears  date  of  May 
1st,  1893,  he  Ib  equally  certain  that  it  is  erroneous,  and  should  read  1894,  instead 
of  1893. 

The  affidavits  of  McOord,  Hume,  and  Campbell,  abov^  referred  to, 
bear  the  impress  of  having  been  very  hastily  and  carelessly  executed. 
They  briefly  allege  that  if  said  deed  bears  the  date  of  May  1, 1893,  such 
date  must  be  incorrect,  for  they  remember  that  it  was  executed  long 
after  said  date.  Kone  of  the  affidavits  enters  into  particulars  or  sets 
forth  any  reason  for  the  belief  expressed. 

The  date  at  the  beginning  of  the  deed  in  question  is  written  out  in 
full:  ^^This  indenture,  made  the  first  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety -three."  In  the  acknowl- 
edgment at  the  end  of  the  deed  the  same  date  is  written  out  in  figures : 
"  The  Ist  day  of  May,  1893." 

The  affidavits  offered  are  insufficient  to  prove  that  the  date  inserted 
in  the  deed  and  certificate  of  acknowledgment  is  a  mistake. 

In  my  opinion  McGord  has  not  shown  himself  to  be  the  legal  assignee 
of  the  land  in  controversy,  and  cannot  properly  be  allowed  repayment 
therefor. 

The  departmental  decision  of  July  13, 1896,  is  therefore  hereby  re- 
called, revoked,  and  vacated;  and  McGord's  application  for  repayment 
is  denied. 
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PRACTICE— HEABING—APPUCATION-PREFEUENCE  BIGHT. 

HoBE  V.  Strong  et  al. 

A  hearing  will  not  be  ordered  on  an  allegation  of  irregalarity  in  presenting  an 
application  for  the  right  of  entry,  where  it  is  apparent  from  the  record  that  the 
right  of  the  applicant  is  not  dependent  upon  priority  of  application. 

A  successful  contest  against  a  scrip  location  entitles  the  contestant  to  a  preferred 
right  of  entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  J2 J 1897.  (E.  B./jr.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  the  NE.  J  of  the  8W.  J  and  the 
N W.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  section  30,  T.  62  N.,  R.  10  W.,  Duluth,  Minnesota, 
land  district.  The  official  plat  of  survey  of  the  township  was  filed  in 
the  local  office  on  March  19, 1896,  and  the  land  therein  became  then 
subject  to  applications  to  enter  or  purchase  the  same. 

On  that  date,  Tharald  O.  Hobe  presented  his  timber  land  sworn 
statement  for  the  land  above  described,  and  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of 
said  section,  which  statement  was  rejected  because  it  conflicted  as  to 
the  said  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  i  with  the  homestead  entry,  No.  10,092,  of 
Lawrence  H.  Strong,  made  on  the  same  date,  but  i)rior  to  said  state- 
ment, and  as  to  the  said  NW.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  with  the  Sioux  half  breed 
scrip  location  made  on  June  3, 1887,  by  Philander  P.  Pettijohn,  and 
with  the  homestead  application  of  Hugh  P.  Strong,  made  March  19, 
1896,  prior  to  said  statement.  Hugh  P.  Strong's  homestead  application 
was  at  first  rejected,  when  presented,  on  account  of  the  said  scrip 
location,  which  was  then  involved  in  a  contest  against  the  same  by  said 
Hugh  P.  Strong.  But  on  March  20,  1896,  the  application  was  allowed 
and  Strong  was  permitted  to  make  homestead  entry  Ko.  10,095  there- 
under, the  local  office  having  been  then  just  advised  by  letter  from  your 
ofilce,  dated  March  17, 1896,  of  the  cancellation,  on  the  date  last  men- 
tioned, of  said  scrip  location,  pursuant  to  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment dated  August  20, 1895,  in  the  contest  case  referred  to  above  of 
said  Hugh  P.  Strong  against  said  Pettijohn  and  others  (21  L.  D.,  111). 

By  his  attorney,  one  B.  N.  Johnson,  Hobe  appealed  from  the  rejection 
of  the  said  timber  land  statement,  assigning  error  as  follows : 

1.  It  was  error  to  aUow  the  homestead  entries  of  Lawrence  H.  and  Hugh  P.  Strong 
iu  the  face  of  the  protest  of  B.  N.  .Johnson,  and  with  the  knowledge  that  the  parties 
by  anlawful  means  had  secared  first  entrance  to  the  land  office. 

2.  It  waH  error  not  at  once  to  have  ordered  an  investigation  npon  the  charge  of 
B.  N.  Johnson  of  the  illegality  of  admitting  these  entries. 

3.  It  was  error  to  reject  the  sworn  statement  of  this  appellant,  knowing  that  he 
was  the  only  applicant  for  the  land. 

In  deciding  the  case,  July  29, 1896,  your  office  said : 

The  plat  of  township  62  N.,  R.  10  W.,  was  filed  in  your  office  on  March  19,  1896. 
It  appears  from  the  appeal  that  the  land  office  in  Duluth  is  located  in  the  govern- 
ment building  on  the  second  story;  that  at  6  o'clock  in  the  morning,  when  the  outer 
door  of  said  government  building  was  thrown  open  to  the  public,  three  persons  were 
tationed  there,  viz:  Erik  W.  Lund,  Onstav  E.  Osterberg,  and  appellant;  that  when 
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said  door  was  thrown  open,  they  roshed  ap  the  stairs  and  when  they  reached  the 
second  story,  they  saw  three  persons  rush  out  of  a  toilet  room;  that  said  persons 
reached  the  land  office  door  prior  to  the  persons  who  had  come  in  the  building  in 
the  regular  way ;  that  two  of  these  persons  were  the  Messrs.  Strong  who  made  the 
entries  above  mentioned  and  that  with  them  was  their  brother  who  was  there  to 
enable  them  to  make  their  entries.  The  appellant  wishes  an  investigation  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  these  parties  entered  the  building. 

The  township  in  question  was  thrown  open  to  settlement  and  entry  pursuant  to 
the  circular  of  October  21,  1885  (4  L.  D.,  202).  There  was  nothing  peculiar  in  the 
method  of  opening  the  same.  It  appears  that  the  parties  who  made  entries  for  the 
lands  in  controversy  were  the  prior  applicants  as  well  as  apparently  the  prior 
settlers  on  the  land. 

Under  the  circumstances  the  application  for  an  investigation  is  denied,  and  your 
action  rejecting  his  application  is  approved  in  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  NW.  ^ 
BE.  ^  and  N£.  ^  SW.  i  of  said  Sec.  30,  subject  to  the  right  of  appeal.  Should  he  so 
desire  it,  you  will  allow  his  filing  for  the  S.  i  NE.  i  of  said  section.    See  21  L.  D.,  145. 

Hobe  prosecutes  an  appeal  to  the  Department,  in  which  he  assigns 
error  in  your  office  decision  as  follows : 

I.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  Hugh  P.  and  Lawrence  H.  Strong  have  made  settle- 
ment upon  this  land  prior  to  their  homestead  entries. 

II.  It  was  error  to  allow  their  homestead  entries  upon  this  land  to  remain  intact 
without  inquiring  into  the  method  of  procuring  them. 

It  would  appear  from  the  affidavits  tiled  with  the  appeal  to  your 
office,  that  said  Lawrence  H.  and  Hugh  P.  Strong,  by  some  clandestine 
means  not  disclosed,  secured  admission  to  the  government  building  at 
Duluth,  in  which  the  local  land  office  is  located,  prior  to  six  o'clock  on 
the  morning  of  March  19, 1896,  and  by  such  means  were  enabled  to 
enter  into  the  land  office  itself,  at  nine  o'clock,  in  advance  of  Hobe  and 
others  who  had  been  regularly  waiting  at  the  outer  door  of  the  govern- 
ment building. 

If  the  rights  of  Lawrence  H.  and  Hugh  P.  Strong  to  the  NB.  J  of  the 
SW.  J  and  to  the  WW.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  respectively,  of  said  section, 
depended,  at  least  as  against  said  Hobe,  upon  priority  of  application 
or  entry,  alone,  the  Department  would  be  justified  in  directing  that  a 
hearing  be  ordered,  and  that,  in  the  event  the  evidence  adduced  at 
such  hearing  should  show  the  facts  to  be  as  stated  in  the  affidavits  on 
file,  their  entries  should  be  canceled,  as  to  the  land  involved,  as  having 
been  made  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  Hobe.  But  such  proof,  if  obtained, 
would  not  avail  Hobe  anything,  so  far  as  the  tracts  in  controversy  are 
concerned,  if,  as  would  appear  from  the  homestead  affidavits  of  Law- 
rence H.  and  Hugh  P.  Strong,  respectively,  each  had  made  settlement 
on  the  land  covered  by  his  entry  prior  to  March  19,  1896,  when  the 
township  plat  was  filed  in  the  local  office. 

In  his  homestead  affidavit  Lawrence  H.  Strong  swears  that  he  set- 
tied,  on  April  10, 1895,  upon  the  land  embraced  in  his  said  entry,  and 
has  ever  since  resided  thereon.  Hugh  P.  Strong  swears  that  he  set- 
tled, on  March  21, 1891,  on  the  land  embraced  in  his  said  entry,  and 
has  ever  since  resided  thereon.  In  his  argument  on  appeal  Hobe's 
attorney  states  that  "Hugh  P.  and  Lawrence  H.  Strong  are  residents 
of  West  Superior,  Wisconsin,  and  never  lived  a  day  upon  this  land 
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prior  to  the  time  of  entry,  March  19, 1896."  Statements  of  fact  made 
by  an  attorney  in  a  brief  and  not  supported  by  the  record  or  by  aflS- 
davit  onght  not  to  be  considered.  Here  no  affidavit  is  submitted  to 
support  the  statement  made  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  which 
gives  the  slightest  corroboration-  or  support  thereto.  Furthermore, 
Hugh  P.  Strong,  by  reason  of  the  cancellation  of  said  scrip  location 
as  the  result  of  his  successful  contest  against  the  same  (Strong  v.  Pet- 
tijohn  et  al.y  supra),  appears  to  have  acquired  a  preference  right  to  enter 
the  land  embraced  in  said  location,  which  included  the  said  NW.  ^  of 
the  SB.  4  (McGee  et  al.  v.  Ortley,  14  L.  D.,  523;  and  Hyde  et  al.  v.  War- 
ren et  al.,  Id.  576).  In  his  homestead  application  he  expressly  asserts 
his  claim  to  a  preference  right  as  successful  contestant. 

If  the  claims  of  the  Strongs  resx>ecting  prior  settlement  and  the 
claim  of  Hugh  P.  Strong  to  a  preference  right  as  a  successM  contest- 
ant be  correct,  there  was  no  occasion  for  any  unseemly  haste  on  the 
part  of  the  Strongs  in  filing  their  applications  on  March  19,  1896,  in 
advance  of  Hobe.  If  these  claims  were  well  founded  the  right  of 
Lawrence  H.  Strong  to  the  land  he  claimed,  was  amply  protected  as 
against  Hobe  by  the  settlement  of  the  former,  and  the  right  of  Hugh 
P^  Strong  to  the  land  he  claimed  was  likewise  protected,  both  by  his 
settlement  and  his  claim  to  a  preference  right.  In  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  calling  in  question  the  settlement  right  claimed  by  each  of  the 
Strongs,  or  the  claim  of  Hugh  P.  Strong,  to  a  preference  right,  the 
Department  would  not  be  justified  in  directing  that  a  hearing  on 
another  matter  be  had,  with  its  attendant  expense,  trouble  and  delay 
to  the  entrymen. 

An  investigation  as  requested,  or  a  hearing,  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  the  truth  of  the  allegations  oi  Mr.  Hobe  as  to  the  clan- 
destine entrance  by  these  entrymen  into  the  government  building, 
whereby  they  were  able  to  precede  him  in  appearing  at  the  land  office, 
would,  as  already  indicated  herein,  be  unavailing  as  a  means  to  advance 
his  claim  to  the  tract  in  controversy,  because  their  claims  are  not 
dependent  upon  such  prior  entry  at  the  land  office. 

No  charge  of  dereliction  of  duty  or  of  culpability  is  made  against  the 
local  officers  in  the  matter  of  the  alleged  wrongful  entrance  into  the  said 
government  building.  It  seems  that  the  building  in  which  the  land 
office  was  located  was  not  under  the  control  of  the  local  officers  and 
that  their  control  extended  only  to  the  rooms  occupied  by  the  land 
office.  In  the  letter  of  the  register  dated  June  17, 1896,  transmitting 
said  timber  land  statement  and  Hobe's  appeal  and  the  affidavits  theie- 
with  filed,  that  official  says: 

In  reference  to  the  facte  aUeged  in  affidavits  accompanying  said  appeal,  we  have 
no  knowledge  other  than  hearsay.  We  simply  know  that  Lawrence  and  Hugh  P. 
Strong  were  the  first  applicants  for  said  land  on  the  morning  of  March  19,  1896,  the 
date  npon  which  the  official  plat  of  survey  was  opened  for  entry  at  this  office. 

.  As  the  record  now  stands,  the  decision  of  your  office  was  correct  and 
must  be  affirmed* 
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TSmULN  liANDS-BESEBTATIOl^-KELINQUISHMBNT. 

William  Oueb. 

Under  an  order  directing  the  reservation  of  a  tract  of  land  for  the  benefit  of  an 
Indian,  with  a  view  to  his  subsequent  entry  thereof,  there  is  no  right  conferred 
npon  the  Indian  by  which  his  relinqaishment  will  serve  to  release  the  land  from 
reservation. 

An  application  to  enter  land,  so  reserved,  confers  no  right  npon  the  applicant  that 
can  be  recognized  on  the  removal  of  the  reservation,  in  the  presence  of  a  valid 
intervening  adverse  claim. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  5, 1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  William  Gner,  ex  parte,  on  his  appeal 
from  your  office  decision,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  homestead 
entry,  upon  the  N.  i  of  the  8E.  J,  Sec.  3,  T.  27,  k  8  B.,  Wausau  land 
district,  Wisconsin. 

The  land  applied  for  is  one  of  a  number  of  tracts  reserved  from  sale 
and  disposal  by  departmental  order  of  January  27, 1882,  and  again 
reserved  by  the  departmental  order  of  September  29, 1883,  on  account 
of  selections  by  one  hundred  and  sixty-seven  Winnebago  Indians,  with 
a  view  to  homestead  entry  by  said  Indians,  under  section  15  of  the  act 
of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  420),  which  is  in  part  as  follows— 

That  any  Indian  bom  in  the  United  States,  who  is  the  head  of  a  family,  or  who 
has  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  who  has  abandoned,  or  may  here- 
after abandon,  his  tribal  relations,  shall,  on  making  satisfactory  proof  of  snch  aban- 
donment, nnder  mles  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  be  entitled 
to  the  benefits  of  the  act  entitled  ''An  act  to  secnre  homesteads.to  aotnal  settlers  on 
the  pnblic  domain,"  approved  May  twentieth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  and 
the  acts  amendatory  thereof,  except  that  the  provisions  of  the«eighth  section  of  the 
said  act  shaU  not  be  held  to  apply  to  entries  made  nnder  this  act. 

The  tract  here  in  controversy  was  selected  by,  for,  and  on  account 
of,  one  Daniel  Gk)od village,  an  Indian  of  said  tribe;  and  on  October  4, 
1883,  your  ofSce  issued  the  following  order: 

Ebgistbr  and  Recsiveb. 

Wausau,  JfUeonsin: 
Gkntlemkn:  I  transmit  herewith  a  list  of  lands  which  have  been  selected  by  the 
Winnebago  Indians  named  in  said  list,  for  the  purpose  of  making  homestead  entries 
thereof,  which  entries  they  have  been  prevented  from  making  in  conseqnence  of 
poverty. 

The  Honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  nnder  date  of  the  29th  nltimo,  directed 
that  the  lands  so  selected,  and  embraced  in  said  list,  be  withheld  from  sale  or  dis- 
posal, pending  the  making  of  the  homestead  entries  referred  to. 

Yon  will,  therefore,  note  the  withdrawal  of  said  tracts  npon  yonr  records,  and 
permit  no  entries  of  the  same,  other  than  by  the  Indians  who  have  sel^^ted  the  same. 
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You  Trill  report  to  this  office  without  delay  any  conflicts  that  may  be  shown  by 
your  records  with  the  lands  herein  described. 

Very  respectfully,  L.  Harrison^ 

Acting  Commissioner. 

On  January  18,  1896,  the  First  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
addressed  a  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  calling  atten- 
tion to  certain  alleged  irregularities  in  the  selection  and  entering  of 
lands  by  said  Indians,  and  directed  that  the  matter  be  thoroughly 
investigated  by  the  Indian  Office,  and  that  such  steps  be  taken  as 
would  enable  the  office  to  correct  the  abuses  reterrea  to.  An  investi- 
gation was  accordingly  made  by  agents  sent  into  the  field  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  on  November  4, 1895,  Agent  Able  made  his  report  to  the  Indian 
Office,  in  which  he  submitted  a  list  of  selections  for  cancellation,  amon^ 
which  was  the  selection  of  David  Goodvillage  for  the  land  in  contro- 
versy. The  report  and  recommendation  were  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  on  January  6,  1896,  and  on  March  25,  1890^  the 
selection  was  cancelled. 

Returning  to  the  matter  of  the  application  now  under  consideration, 
it  appears  that  said  William  Guer  made  said  application  to  homestead 
the  land,  on  March  24,  1891,  and  filed  therewith  a  paper  purporting  to 
be  the  relinquishment  of  the  said  David  Goodvillage  of  all  right,  title 
and  interest  in  and  to  the  tract  described. 

The  local  officers  transmitted  the  papers  to  your  office,  which,  on 
April  7, 1891,  held  that  *^the  identity  of  the  Indian  relinquishing  with 
the  Indian  for  whom  the  tract  was  reserved"  was  not  fully  established, 
and  directed  that  the  selection  remain  intact,  ^<  pending  further  action 
by  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior  relative  to  this  and  similar 
reservations." 

Without  stopping  to  inquire  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  proof  of  identi- 
fication of  the  Indian,  in  my  view  of  the  law,  hia  soccilled  relinquish- 
ment is  not  material  to  the  determination  of  the  issue  here  presented. 

It  appears  that  on  June  1, 1896,  the  local  officers  allowed  one  Emil 
Bauman  to  mcake  homestead  entry  of  the  tract,  which  entry  is  now 
intact  upon  the  records.  This  was  after  the  land  had  been  relieved 
from  reservation,  and  when  it  was  legally  subject  to  entry. 

Guer  took  nothing  by  the  relinquishment  of  Goodvillage,  assuming 
that  it  was  in  all  respects  regular.  The  Indian  had  no  rights  in  the 
tract  to  relinquish,  the  land  being  simply  in  a  state  of  reservation 
for  his  use,  should  he  elect  to  comply  with  the  law.  This  he  had  not 
done.  He  hiid  not  even,  ac(*.ording  to  the  statement  of  Agent  Abie, 
brought  himself  within  the  conditions  precedent  to  his  right  to  make  a 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  97 

homestead  entry  as  required  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1875,  he  not  hav- 
ing abandoned  his  tribal  relations,  in  the  sense  of  having  adopted  the 
habits  of  civilized  people. 

Moreover,  if  he  had  any  right,  title,  or  interest  in  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, he  could  not  relinquish  the  same  without  the  consent  of  the 
government.  He  was  a  ward  of  the  nation,  and  without  legal  capacity 
to  act  in  the  premises.  True,  the  relinquishment  was  to  the  United 
States,  but  it  was  never  accepted  by  the  United  States,  and  would 
not  relieve  the  land  from  reservation  until  so  accepted. 

The  land  then  being  in  a  state  of  reservation,  Cuer  acquired  no  right 
by  virtue  of  his  application  to  enter  the  same. 

In  the  case  of  Shadbolt  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ey. 
Oo.  (14  L.  D.,  613),  it  was  held  (syllabus),  that 

no  rights  are  acquired  by  the  presentation  of  an  application  to  enter  lands  that  are 
withdrawn  for  railroad  purposes.  On  the  subsequent  restoration  of  the  land,  a  new 
application  will  be  necessary  to  protect  the  interest  of  such  an  applicant. 

The  uniform  ruling  of  the  Department  has  been  that  an  application 
to  enter  land  in  reservation  for  any  purpose  confers  no  right  upon  the 
applicant,  and  that  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  such  application 
^^does  not  ox)erate  to  save  or  create  rights  not  secured  by  the  applica- 
tion itself."    (Maggie  Laird,  13  L.  D.,  602). 

True,  it  has  been  held  that  applications  to  enter  land  in  reservation 
may  be  allowed,  in  the  event  the  lands  so  applied  for  are  restored  to 
settlement  and  entry,  after  due  investigation;  but  this  is  only  where 
the  question  is  one  between  the  applicant  and  the  government,  and 
has  never  been  done  so  far  as  I  am  advised,  in  the  presence  of  a  valid, 
intervening  adverse  claim. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  entry  of  Bauman  has  intervened,  and  so  far 
as  showu  by  the  papers,  seems  in  all  respects  regular. 

The  application  of  Cuer  is  accordingly  denied. 


INDIAN  LANDS— ALL.OTMENT-UNCOMPAHGRE  UTES. 

Opinion. 

In  making  allotments  to  the  Uncompahgre  Utes  as  directed  by  the  act  of  June  7, 
1897,  the  special  legislation  with  respect  thereto,  as  contained  in  the  acts  of  Jane 
15,  1880,  August  15,  1894,  and  June  7,  1897,  must  govern,  instead  of  the  jirovi- 
sions  of  the  general  allotment  act,  giving  controlling  effect  to  the  later  of  said 
special  acts  where  there  is  any  difference  in  their  provisions. 

The  Uncompahgres  are  required  to  pay  for  their  allotments  in  Utah  one  doUar  and 
twenty -five  cents  per  acre  out  of  the  proceeds  iirising  from  the  sale  of  their  res- 
ervation in  Colorado. 

Assistant  Attorney- Oeneral  Van  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

(W.  M.  W.) 

A  communication  addressed  to  you  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian 
Afiairs  and  relating  to  the  Umcompahgre  Ute  allotments  was  referred 
to  me  June  21, 1897,  for  opinion  upon  the  questions  therein  presented. 
2670— VOL  25 7 
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The  Indian  appropriation  act  of  June  7, 1897,  contains  the  following: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  directed  to  allot  agricultaral  lands  in 
severalty  to  the  Uncompahgre  Ute  Indians  now  located  upon  or  belonging  to  the 
Umcompahgre  Indian  reservation  in  the  State  of  Utah,  said  allotments  to  be  upon 
the  Uncompahgre  and  Uintah  reservations  or  elsewhere  in  said  State.  And  all  the 
lands  of  said  Uncompahgre  reservation  not  theretofore  allotted  in  severalty  to  said 
Uncompahgre  Utes  shall,  on  and  after  the  first  day  of  April,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety-eight,  be  ojien  for  location  and  entry  under  all  the  land  laws  of  the  United 
States;  excepting,  however,  therefrom  all  lands  containing  gilsonite,  suphalt,  elat- 
erite,  or  other  like  substances.  And  the  title  to  all  of  the  said  lands  containing 
gilsonite,  asphaltum,  elaterite,  or  other  lilse  substances  is  reserved  to  the  United 
States. 

This  act  does  not  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  the  allotments  are  to 
be  made,  the  age  or  other  qualifications  of  the  allottees,  or  the  character 
of  title  or  quantity  of  land  which  they  shall  severally  receive. 

The  questions  submitted  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  are 
thus  stated : 

In  the  absence  of  specific  provisions  in  the  act  of  June  7, 1897,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  inquire : 

1st.   Under  what  act  shall  these  allotments  bo  madef 

2nd.  Are  the  Uiicompahgros  now  required  to  pay  one  dollar  and  twenty -Ave  cents 
per  acre  for  their  allotments  f 

The  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  199),  entitled  "Aii  act  to  accept 
and  ratify  the  agreement  submitted  by  the  confederated  bands  of  Ute 
Indians  in  Colorado,  for  the  sale  of  their  reservation  in  said  State,  and 
for  other  purposes,  and  to  make  the  necessary  appropriations  for  carry- 
ing out  the  same,"  ratified  an  agreement  which  contained  the  following 
stipulations : 

The  Uncompahgre  Utes  agree  to  remove  to  and  settle  upon  agricultural  lauds  on 
Grand  River,  near  the  mouth  of  the  Gunnison  River,  iu  Colorado,  if  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  agricultural  land  shall  be  found  there,  if  not  then  upon  such  other 
unoccupied  agricultural  lands  as  may  be  found  in  that  vicinity  and  in  the  Territory 

of  Utah. 

•  •  •  «  »  • 

Allotments  iu  severalty  of  said  lands  shall  be  made  as  follows : 

To  each  head  of  a  family  one-quarter  of  a  section,  with  an  additional  quantity  of 
grazing  land  not  exceeding  oue-quarter  of  a  section. 

To  each  single  person  over  eighteen  years  of  age  one-eighth  of  a  section,  with  an 
additional  quantity  of  grazing  land  not  exceeding  one-eighth  of  a  section. 

To  each  orphan  child  under  eighteen  years  of  age  one-eighth  of  a  section,  with  an 
additional  quantity  of  grazing  laud  not  exceeding  one-eighth  of  a  section,  and  to 
each  other  person,  under  eighteen  years,  now  living,  or  who  may  be  born  prior  to 
said  allotments,  one-eighth  of  a  section,  with  a  like  quantity  of  grazing  land. 

All  alloments  to  be  made  with  the  advice  of  the  commission  hereinafter  provided, 
upon  the  selection  of  the  Indians,  heads  of  families  select  in  g  for  their  minor  children , 
and  the  agents  making  the  allotment  for  each  orphan  child. 

«  *  ♦  •  «  •  • 

and  referring  to  the  proposed  cession  of  their  old  reservation  iu  Colo- 
rado, and  the  proposed  setting  apart  of  other  lands,  the  agreement  fur- 
ther stipulated* 
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The  Baid  ohie&  and  headmen  of  the  confederated  bands  of  Utea  promise  to  obtain 
the  consent  of  their  people  to  the  cession  of  the  territory  of  their  reservation  as 
above  on  the  following  express  conditions : 

First.  That  the  government  of  the  United  States  cause  the  lands  so  set  apart  to  be 
properly  surveyed  and  to  be  divided  among  the  said  Indians  in  severalty  in  the  propor- 
tion hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  to  issue  patents  in  fee  simple  to  them  respectively 
therefor,  so  soon  as  the  necessary  laws  are  passed  by  Congress.  The  title  to  be 
acquired  by  the  Indians  shall  not  be  subject  to  alienation,  lease,  or  incumbrance, 
either  by  voluntary  conveyance  of  the  grantee  or  by  the  judgment,  order,  or  decree 
of  any  court,  or  subject  to  taxation  of  any  character,  but  shall  be  and  remain  inaliena- 
ble and  not  subject  to  taxation  for  the  period  of  twenty-five  years,  and  until  such 
time  thereafter  as  the  President  of  the  United  States  may  see  fit  to  remove  the  restric- 
tion, which  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  patents  when  issued,  and  any  contract  made 
prior  to  the  removal  of  such  restriction  shall  be  void. 

This  agreement  was  originally  submitted  at  Washington  by  "certain 
of  the  chiefs  and  headmen"  of  the  Indians  and  had  not  been  acted  upon 
by  the  Indians  themselves  in  council  or  otherwise.  Section  1  of  the 
act  of  1880  contains  several  direct  amendments  to  the  agreement,  not 
now  material,  and  makes  the  ratification  by  Congress  subject  to  the 
following  condition : 

....  And  provided  also,  That  three-fourths  of  the  adult  male  members  of  said 
confederated  bands  shall  agree  to  and  sign  said  agreement,  upon  presentation  of 
the  same  to  them,  in  open  council  .... 

The  future  disposition  by  the  United  States  of  the  ceded  reservation 
in  Colorado,  the  application  of  proceeds  arising  from  a  sale  of  the  lands 
therein,  and  payment  by  the  Indians  for  other  lauds  on  which  they 
should  be  settled,  outside  of  the  ceded  reservation,  were  all  subjects 
npon  which  the  original  agreement  was  entirely  silent,  but  "in  consid- 
eration of  the  cession  of  territory  to  be  made  by"  the  Indians,  it  did 
make  provision  for  supplying  their  wants  and  for  setting  apart  and 
holding 

as  a  perpetual  trust  for  the  said  Ute  Indians,  a  sum  of  money,  or  its  equivalent,  in 
bonds  of  the  United  States,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  produce  the  sum  of  fifty 
thousand  dollars  per  annum,  which  sum  of  fifty  thousand  dollars  shall  be  distributed 
per  capita  to  them  aunuaUy  forever. 

Section  2  and  the  succeeding  sections  of  the  ratifying  act  of  1880, 
provided  for  a  commission  of  five  persons  authorized  to  superintend 
the  removal  and  settlement  of  the  TJtes,  made  complete  provision  for 
allotting  in  severalty  the  lands  to  which  the  Indians  should  be  removed, 
provided  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  in  the  ceded  reservation  in  Colorado, 
and  directed  that-— 

The  proceeds  of  said  sale  shall  be  first  sacredly  applied  to  reimbursing  the  United 
States  for  all  sums  paid  out  or  set  apart  under  this  act  by  the  government  for  the 
benefit  of  said  Indians,  and  then  to  be  applied  in  payment  for  the  lands  at  one  dol- 
lar and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  which  may  be  ceded  to  them  by  the  United 
States,  outside  of  their  reservation,  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement.  And  the 
remainder,  if  any,  shnll  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  as  now  provided  by  law  for  the 
benefit  of  the  said  Indians  in  the  proportion  hereinbefore  stated  and  the  interest 
thereon  shall  be  distributed  annuaUy  to  them  in  the  same  manner  as  the  funds  pro- 
vided for  in  this  act. 
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While  section  2,  and  the  succeeding  sectioDS,  do  not  in  express  terms 
amend  the  agreement,  they  do,  in  part,  set  forth  the  conditions  on 
which  the  agreement  was  ratified  by  Congress,  supply  the  omissions 
therein  as  above  shown,  and  make  provision  for  its  execution.  In  this 
sense  they  may  be  treated  as  indirectly  amending  the  agreement. 

Section  10  of  this  act  is  as  follows : 

If  the  agreeuient  as  amended  in  this  act  is  not  ratiHed  by  three-fourths  of  the 
adult  male  Indians  of  the  Ute  tribes  within  four  months  from  the  approval  of  this 
act  the  same  shall  ceaso  to  be  of  effect  after  that  day. 

Acceptance  and  ratification  were  duly  had  by  the  requisite  number 
of  Indians  in  council  and  within  the  time  named.  The  instrument  of 
acceptance  and  ratification  expressly  recites  that  <*said  agreement  and 
the  amendments  thereto,  with  the  several  sections  of  said  act  of  Con- 
gress relating  to  the  same  ....  have  each  and  all  been  submitted 
to  said  confederated  bands  of  Ute  Indians"  and  ^^have  been  care- 
fully and  fully  explained  and  interpreted  in  open  council  ....  and 
considered  by  said  Indians  in  their  own  council,"  and  then  declares 
that  the  ^'  agreement  as  amended  by  said  act  of  Congress"  is  accepted, 
ratified  and  confirmed,  and  that  the  Ute  reservation  in  Colorado  is 
ceded,  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  United  States,  excepting  such  part 
thereof  as  might  be  selected  for  a  part  of  the  Indians  to  remove  to  and 
settle  upon. 

A  sufficient  quantity  of  agricultural  land  was  not  found  on  Grand 
Biver  near  the  mouth  of  Gunnison  liiver,  in  Colorado,  upon  which  to 
settle  the  Uncompahgre  Utes,  so,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  the  commission  appointed  under  the  act  of  1880  removed 
them  to  and  settled  them  upon  lands  in  Utah.  These  lands  embrace 
the  present  Uncompahgre  reservation  and  some  lands  ^^  along  the 
Duchene  Eiver"  within  the  Uintah  reservation.  (Report  Com.  Ind. 
AflTairs  1881,  p.  XL VI.  and  326.  Senate  Doc.  32,  1st  Sess.,  55th  Cong. 
5.)  The  commission  appointed  under  the  act  of  1880  was  abolished 
March  1, 1883  (22  Stat.,  433, 409)  before  any  allotments  in  severalty 
were  made. 

The  20th  section  of  the  act  of  August  15, 1894  (28  Stat.,  286-337, 
repeated  the  former  provision  for  the  allotment  in  severalty  to  the 
Uncompahgre  Indians  as  follows: 

That  the  PresideDt  of  the  Uuited  States  ia  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  appoint 
a  commission  of  three  persons  to  allot  in  severalty  to  the  Unoonipahgre  Indians 
within  their  reservation,  in  the  Territory  of  Utah,  agricultural  and  grazing  lands 
accordini;  to  the  treaty  of  eighteen  hundred  and  ei;j:hty ,  as  follows : 

Allotments  in  severalty  of  said  lands  shall  be  made  as  follows:  To  each  head  of  a 
family  one-qnarter  of  a  section,  with  an  additional  quantity  of  grazing  land  not 
exceeding  one-quarter  of  a  section ;  to  each  single  person  over  eighteen  years  of  age, 
one-oighth  of  a  section,  with  an  additional  quantity  of  grazing  land  not  exceeding 
one-eighth  of  a  section ;  to  each  orphan  child  under  eighteen  years  of  age,  one-eighth 
of  a  section,  with  an  additional  quantity  of  grazing  land  not  exceeding  one-eightb 
of  a  section;  to  each  other  person  nuder  eighteen  years  of  age,  born  prior  to  such 
allotment,  one-eighth  of  a  section,  with  a  like  quantity  of  grazing  land :  Provided, 


• 


• 
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Tbat^  with  the  consent  of  said  commission ,  any  adult  Indian  may  select  a  less  quan- 
tity of  land,  if  more  desirable  on  account  of  location :  Jnd  provided^  That  the  said 
Indians  shall  pay  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  for  said  lands  from  the 
fond  now  in  the  Ignited  States  Treasury  realized  from  the  sale  of  their  lands  in  Colo- 
rado as  provided  by  their  contract  with  the  government.  All  necessary  surveys,  if 
any,  to  enable  said  commission  to  complete  the  allotments  shall  be  made  nnder  the 
direction  of  the  General  Land  Office.  Said  commissioners  shall,  as  soon  as  practica- 
ble after  their  appointment,  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Iiiterio**  what  portions  of 
said  reserA^ation  are  unsnited  or  will  not  be  required  for  allotments,  and  thereupon 
such  portions  so  reported  shall,  by  proclamation,  be  restored  to  the  public  domain 
and  made  subject  to  entry  as  hereinafter  provided. 

A  commission  was  appointed  porsuaut  to  this  act  which  entered  upon 
the  discharge  of  its  duties,  but  the  Indians  having  objected  to  the  pro- 
posed allotments  because  of  the  provision  requiring  payment  for  the 
lands  allotted^  Secretary  Smith,  on  February  4,  1890,  issued  the  follow- 
ing direction  to  the  members  of  the  commission : 

The  work  of  the  Uncompahgre  Indian  commission  ....  will  be  discontinued  for 
the  present.     You  are  therefore  furloughed  from  date  of  receipt  of  this  letter. 

The  work  was  accordingly  discontinued.  (Senate  Doc.  32, 1st  Sess., 
55th  Cong.  19;  Report  Com.  Ind.  Affairs  1896,  pp.  96-7.) 

Thus  we  find  that  there  were  in  full  force  and  effect  at  the  time  of 
the  act  of  June  7,  1897,  now  under  consideration,  special  statutes  (21 
Stat,  199;  28  Stat.,  286,  337)  relating  to  the  Uncompahgre  Indians, 
prescribing  the  manner  in  which  allotments  to  them  should  be  made, 
the  age  and  other  qualifications  of  the  allottees  and  the  character  of 
the  title  and  quantity  of  land  which  they  should  severally  receive. 

The  act  of  February  8, 1887  (24  Stat.,  388),  with  its  amendment  of 
February  28, 1891  (26-  Stat.,  794),  is  a  general  statute  providing  for  the 
allotment  of  lands  in  severalty  to  Indians,  and  was  also  in  full  force 
and  effect  on  June  7, 1897. 

Under  which  of  these  statutes  are  the  allotments  required  by  the  act 
of  June  7, 1897,  io  be  madef  On  this  question  that  act  is  silent.  Con- 
taining in  itself  only  a  direction  that  these  allotments  shall  be  made, 
and  making  no  provision  for  executing  that  direction,  it  evidently 
assumes  the  existence  of  some  other  law,  applicable  to  the  Uncompahgre 
Indians  and  contaiuing  adequate  provision  therefor.  Either  of  the 
statutes  then  in  force,  if  it  were  not  for  the  existence  of  the  other,  fully 
meets  this  assumption  and  contains  ample  provision  for  the  execution 
of  the  direction  given. 

These  two  statutes  are  different  in  their  terms  and  effect  and  cannot 
harmoniously  and  concurrently  apply  to  the  same  allotments.  By 
which  was  the  rule  of  allotment  for  the  Uncompahgres  prescribed  f 
The  act  of  June  15,  supra^  was  special  and,  with  the  agreement  therein 
ratified,  was  submitted  to  the  Indians  before  they  accepted  the  agree- 
ment and  its  amendments.  It  may  not  be  material,  but  no  other  statu- 
tory provision  for  allotment  has  been  submitted  to  them.  The  act  of 
February  8,  1887,  supra,  with  its  amendment  of  February  28,  1891, 
supra,  18  general  in  character  and  later  in  time  than  the  act  of  1880, 
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bat  the  act  of  Angnst  15, 1894,  supra^  is  still  later  than  the  general 
act  and  directs  that  the  allotmentsi  to  the  Uncompahgre  Indians  be 
made  according  to  the  special  act  of  1880. 

_  _  « 

By  the  act  of  1894  Congress  plainly  manifested  its  intention  that  the 
allotments  to  the  Uncompahgres  should  be  made  under  the  special  act 
and  not  under  the  general  statute.  This  was  the  state  of  the  law  when 
the  act  of  1897  was  adopted.  As  before  stated,  that  act  is  silent  on 
this  question.  The  existence  of  the  special  statute,  and  the  fact  that 
it  excluded  the  general  statute  from  application  to  the  Uncompahgre 
allotments,  were  known  to  Congress,  and  had  it  been  intended  that 
these  allotments  should  be  made  under  the  general  statute  instead  of 
under  the  special  one,  such  intention  would  have  been  plainly  expressed 
in  the  act  then  under  consideration.  The  act  of  1880,  as  re-adopted  in 
the  act  of  1894,  contains  the  latest  expression  of  the  legislative  will 
and  controls. 

The  provision  requiring  the  payment  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five 
cents  an  acre  by  the  Uncompahgres  out  of  the  moneys  realized  from 
the  sale  of  the  reservation  in  Colorado,  is  contained  in  the  act  of  1880 
and  repeated  in  the  act  of  1894.  Attempts  to  waive  or  repeal  it  have 
been  made  in  Congress,  but  have  not  been  successful.  The  pronounced 
opposition  of  the  Indians  thereto  and  their  resistance  to  allotments  by 
reason  thereof,  were  fully  presented  in  Senate  Document  32, 1st  Ses- 
sion, 55th  Congress,  which  was  before  Congress  when  the  act  of  June 
7, 1897,  was  enacted.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  not  alone  cer- 
tain that  the  provision  in  question  has  not  been  repealed,  but  it  is  also 
evident  that  there  was  no  intention  to  repeal  it. 

The  letter  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  says:  "The  act  of 
1880  provided  for  allotments  of  both  agricultural  and  grazing  land, 
while  the  act  of  1897  confines  them  to  agricultural  land."  It  is  true 
that  the  later  act  speaks  only  of  agricultural  land,  but  it  is  apparent 
that  the  word  "  agricultural  ^  is  here  used  in  the  same  sense  in  which  it 
is  used  in  the  agreement  quoted  in  the  act  of  1880,  and  that  as  so  used 
it  embraces  gracing  land.  The  agreement,  as  before  shown,  contains 
the  following: 

The  Uncompahgre  Utes  agree  to  remove  to  and  settle  npon  agricultural  lands  on 
Grand  River  near  the  mouth  of  the  Gunnison  River  in  Colorado^  if  a  sufficient  quan- 
tity oi  a>gr%ouliural  laud  shall  be  found  there,  if  not  then  upon  such  other  unocco> 
pied  agricultural  lands  as  may  be  found  in  that  vicinity  and  in  the  Territory  of  Utah. 

The  White  River  Utes  agree  to  remove  to  and  settle  upon  a^rieuliural  lands  on  the 
JJintah  reservation  in  Utah. 

Allotments  in  severalty  of  said  lands  shall  be  made  as  follows: 

To  each  head  of  a  family  one-quarter  of  a  section  with  an  additional  quantity  of 
grazing  land  not  exceeding  one-quarter  of  a  section. 

To  each  single  x>erson  over  eighteen  years  of  age  one-eighth  of  a  section  with  an 
additional  quantity  of  grazing  land  not  exceeding  one-eighth  of  a  section. 

To  each  orphan  child  under  eighteen  years  of  age  one-eighth  of  a  section  with  an 
additional  quantity  of  grazing  land  not  exceeding  one-eighth  of  a  section ;  and  to 
each  otlier  person  under  eighteen  years,  now  living,  or  who  may  l»e  bom  prior  to 
said  allotments,  one-eighth  of  a  section  with  a  like  quantity  of  grazing  land. 
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The  land  to  which  the  Uncompahgres  were  to  be  removed  and  upon 
which  they  were  to  settle;  is  thus  described  as  "  agricultural."  This 
laud  and  none  other,  was  to  be  allotted,  and  yet  the  allotments  were  to 
be  so  made  as  to  embrace  a  '^quantity  of  grazing  land."  This  renders 
it  apparent  that  the  word  ^^agricultural"  was  used  in  a  sense  which 
includes  ^'  grazing."  The  fact  that  the  grazing  of  live  stock  is  so  closely 
associated  with  and  so  generally  accompanies  tilling  of  the  soil,  makes 
this  nse  of  terms  possible  and  not  unreasonable.  The  broad  sense  in 
which  the  word  ^' agricultural"  is  sometimes  used  is  illustrated  by  the 
fact  that  lands  are  sometimes  spoken  of  as  agricultural  to  contradistin- 
guish them  from  mineral  lands. 

This  act  authorizes  the  allotments  to  be  made  <<  upon  the  Uncom- 
pahgre  and  Uintah  reservations  or  elsewhere  in  said  State."  To  the 
extent  only  that  this  embraces  lands  not  included  in  the  acts  of  1880 
and  1894,  it  operates  as  a  modification  or  amendment  of  those  acts. 

I  am  of  opinion  (1)  that  the  allotments  to  the  Uncompahgres  should 
be  made  under  the  acts  of  1880, 1894  and  1897,  giving  controlling  force 
to  the  later  act  where  there  is  any  difference  in  their  provisions;  and 
(2)  that  the  Uncompahgres  are  required  to  pay  for  their  allotments 
in  Utah  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  out  of  the  proceeds 
arising  from  the  sale  of  their  reservation  in  Colorado. 

Approved,  August  5, 1897, 
Thos.  Eyan, 

Aeting  Secretary. 


HOM£ST£AI>    CONTEST— PRIORITY    OF    SETTLEMENT. 

Benjamin  v.  Eudaily. 

A  contest  againfit  a  homestead  entry,  on  the  groancl  of  priority  of  settlement,  mnst 
fail  if  it  appears  that  the  contestant's  alleged  acts  of  settlement  -were  not  fol- 
lowed up  by  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  residence. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  5, 1897.  (J.  L.  McC.) 

On  October  11, 1893,  Daniel  Eudaily  made  homestead  entry  of  the 
NE.  i  of  Sec.  18,  T.  27,  E.  1  E.,  Perry  land  district,  O.  T. 

On  October  31,  same  year,  James  A.  Benjamin  Hied  contest  affidavit 
against  Eudaily,  alleging  prior  settlement. 

A  hearing  was  had,  as  the  result  of  which  the  local  officers  found  in 
favor  of  Benjamin,  the  contestant,  and  recommended  the  cancellation 
of  Eudaily's  entry. 

Eudaily  appealed  to  your  office,  which,  on  August  16, 1895,  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  Eudaily's  entry  intact,  sub- 
ject to  compliance  with  law. 

Benjamin  appealed  to  the  Department,  which,  on  August  8,  1896, 
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reversed  the  decision  of  your  office,  and  directed  the  cancellation  of 
Eudaily's  entry. 

Eudaily  filed  a  motion  for  review,  which  was  entered  by  departmental 
letter  of  January  7, 1897 ;  and  arguments  have  been  filed  by  counsel 
for  both  parties. 

In  view  of  the  allegations  contained  in  said  motion,  I  have  caused  a 
careful  re-examination  of  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  to  be 
made. 

The  departmental  decision  heretofore  rendered  found  as  a  fact  that 

Benjamin  first  went  on  the  land  on  September  21, 1893 ;  on  the  24th  he  hauled  lamber 
for  a  house,  which  he  finished  October  1,  and  in  which  he  established  residence 
October  5. 

The  motion  for  review  earnestly  contends  (in  substance)  that  Benja- 
min's acts  in  connection  with  the  land,  prior  to  the  date  of  Eudaily's 
entry  (October  11, 1893),  were  not  sufficient  to  constitute  such  "  settle- 
ment" as  would  confer  upon  him  a  superior  right  thereto,  and  insists 
that  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  shows  that  such  was  the  fact. 

A  careful  re-examination  of  the  testimony  shows  the  same  to  have 
been  in  substance  as  follows : 

The  contestant,  Benjamin,  testified  that  he  was  an  unmarried  man, 
and  by  occupation  a  farmery  that  he  first  went  upon  the  laud  in  con- 
troversy on  September  21 ;  hauled  lumber  for  a  house  on  September  24; 
had  a  house  enclosed  about  October  1 ;  established  residence  therein 
on  October  5;  and  it  has  been  his  residence  ever  since.  The  house 
measures  eight  by  ten  feet.  Started  a  well  which  he  had  dug  about 
two  feet  deep  by  October  11  (when  Kudaily  made  entry).  The  house 
has  a  floor — which  contestant  put  in  some  time  in  the  summer  of  1894; 
prior  to  that  it  had  only  a  dirt  floor;  after  finishing  the  house  (in  Octo- 
ber, 1893),  contestant  had  some  lumber  left  over,  with  which  he  put  up 
a  bedstead;  first  put  a  stove  in  the  house  on  the  28th  of  February, 
1894^  put  a  window  into  the  house  about  February  1, 1894;  the  cracks 
were  not  battened  up,  or  only  partly  so;  '*  in  some  places  you  probably 
could  "  see  through  the  house  from  side  to  side  by  looking  through  the 
cracks;  ^^  there  was  no  place  left  in  the  roof  of  the  house  for  a  flue  or 
a  stove-pipe  during  the  winter  of  1893";  doesn't  know  that  he  slept  in 
the  house  a  single  night  during  the  months  of  November  or  December, 
1893,  or  January,  1894;  there  was  no  bed  in  the  house  until  the  latter 
part  of  February,  1894;  no  furniture  of  any  k4nd  until  that  date;  in 
March,  1894,  contestant  broke  about  two  acres  of  the  laud. 

A.  J.  Hunter,  witness  for  contestant,  resides  on  a  quarter-section 
cornering  upon  the  one  in  controversy;  corroborates  the  testimony  here- 
tofore given  as  to  the  house  and  its  condition  and  contents;  the  house 
as  originally  built,  proved,  when  the  subdivisional  survey  was  made,  to 
be  fifty  or  sixty  yards  west  of  the  west  line  of  the  tract  in  controversy, 
and  contestant  moved  it  onto  said  land;  and  witness  thinks  <^  ten  dollars 
would  buy  the  lumber  iu  the  house — twelve  dollars  at  the  outside"; 
witness  "never  saw  any  articles  of  furniture  in  the  house  except  the 
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little  frame  nailed  up  against  the  wall''  for  a  bunk;  does  not  know 
where  contestant  slept,  bat  he  usually  came  from  the  town  of  Black- 
well";  does  not  know  that  he  ever  slept  a  night  on  the  claim,  but  has 
<*8een  him  there"  a  number  of  times. 

W.  P.  Cunningham,  witness  for  contestant,  lives  half  a  mile  north  of 
the  tract  in  controversy;  testified  to  the  same  improvements  heretofore 
mentioned;  does  not  kuow  whether  contestant  ever  staid  a  night  on  the 
tract  in  controversy. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  Mr.  Benjamin  on  this  landf — A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  What  have  you  seen  him  doing f — A.  Principally  gassing  when  I  was  over  there 
(page  11). 

The  t'Cstimony  shows  that  Endaily  was  a  poor  man,  with  a  wife  and 
ten  children;  on  September  19, 1893,  the  Tuesday  after  the  opening  of 
the  Territory,  two  of  his  boys,  for  him,  plowed  several  furrows — one  (at 
least)  clear  around  the  land — "to  show  that  somebody  was  there";  at 
a  later  period,  but  before  winter  set  in,  a  little  more  plowing  was  done; 
nearly  all  the  winter  after  the  entry  he  was  sick,  being  confined  to  bed 
with  cancer  for  eight  weeks  of  the  time;  he  took  up  his  residence  on 
the  tract,  with  his  family,  on  March  2, 1894  (five  months  and  twenty-one 
days  after  making  entry). 

Certain  rulings  have  hitherto  been  made  and  adhered  to  by  the 
Department,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law, 
which  it  will  be  imi)ortant  to  bear  in  mind  in  connection  with  this  case: 

(1).  As  bearing  upon  Eudaily's  entry: — That  he  had  six  months  from 
the  date  of  said  entry  within  which  to  establish  actual  residence;  and 
the  fact  that  he  did  not  establish  residence  until  near  the  expiration  of 
that  period,  and  that  the  improvements  made  by  him  within  that  period 
were  not  extensive  or  expensive,  do  not  militate  against  his  good  faith 
nor  call  for  the  cancellation  of  his  entry.  (See  Bennett  v.  Baxley,  2 
L.  D.,  151;  Baxter  v.  Cross,  ib.,  69;  and  many  cases  since.) 

(2).  As  bearing  upon  Benjamin's  claim,  based  upon  his  alleged  settle 
ment  prior  to  the  date  of  Eudaily's  entry : 

That  in  case  of  an  attack  upon  a  homestead  entry^  based  npon  alleged  priority  of 
settlementi  it  is  incumbent  npon  the  contestant  to  show  that  his  acts  of  settlement 
were  followed  by  the  establishment  of  residence  on  the  land.  North  Perry  Town- 
site  ei  al,  V,  Malone,  syllabus — 23  L.  D.,  87. 

In  other  words,  as  was  said  of  the  contestant  in  the  case  of  Mclnnes 
V.  Cotter  (21  L.  D.,  97) : 

The  only  ground  upon  which  he  can  stand  being  that  of  prior  settlement;  it  became 
incumbent  upon  him,  in  order  to  present  such  a  case  as  would  lead  to  the  allowance 
of  his  entry,  to  show  not  only  prior  settlement  (since  settlement  itself  confers  no 
right  to  any  one),  but  continuous  residence. 

Furthermore,  any  person  contesting  an  entry  on  the  ground  of  settle- 
ment prior  to  such  entry,  must  show,  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence, 
a  prior  valid  settlement  right. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  contestant  to  show  that  his  settlement  antedates 
both  the  entry  and  settlement  of  the  contestee;  and  if  he  fails  to  thus  show  siicli 
priority  the  entry  must  stand.     (Sumner  r.  Roberts,  syllabus,  23  L.  D.,  201.) 
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The  testimony,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  disproves  the  contestant's 
claim  that  he  established  a  bona  fide  residence  upon  the  land  prior  to 
October  11,  1893  (the  date  of  Eudaily's  entry).  Certainly  Benjamin 
has  failed  to  prove,  by  a  preponderance  (if  evidence,  ^^continaons  resi- 
dence" after  October  11, 1893. 

I  therefore  concur  with  and  affirm  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated 
August  12, 1895,  dismissing  Benjamin's  contest,  and  recall  and  revoke 
the  departmental  decision  of  August  8, 1896,  directing  cancellation  of 
Eudaily's  entry.  Said  entry  will  therefore  remain  intact,  subject  to 
the  entryman's  future  compliance  with  law. 


STATE   SELECnON8-AI>VKRSE   SETTLEMENT   CLAIMS. 

State  of  Mississippi. 

The  act  of  Jnne  20, 1894,  anthorizing  the  selection  of  lands  for  UniveTsitj  parpoaes, 
restricts  such  selection  to  nnoccnpied  and  uninhabited  lauds,  and  also  provides 
for  the  issuance  of  patent  for  the  lands  so  selected ;  and  it  must  therefore  be  held 
that  until  patent  issues  on  said  selections,  the  Department  retains  Jarisdiction 
to  inquire  into  the  status  of  the  lands  at  date  of  selection  with  respect  to 
alleged  adverse  settlement  rights. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  9, 1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  May  26, 1897,  relative  to  list 
No.  1,  of  selections  made  by  the  governor  of  the  State  of  Mississippi 
on  May  10, 1895,  of  certain  lands  for  State  University  purposes  under 
the  act  of  June  20, 1894  (28  Stat.,  94). 

The  act  under  which  said  selections  were  made  provides  as  follows: 

That  the  governor  of  the  State  of  Mississippi  be^  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  to 
select  out  of  tlie  unoccupied  and  uninhabited  lands  of  the  United  States  within  the 
said  State  twenty-three  thousand  and  forty  acres  of  land,  in  legal  subdivisions,  being 
a  total  equivalent  to  one  township,  and  shall  certify  the  same  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  who  shall  forthwith,  on  receipt  of  said  certificate,  issue  to  the  State  of 
Mississippi  patents  for  said  lands:  Providedf  That  the  proceeds  of  said  lands,  when 
sold  or  leased,  shall  be  and  forever  remain  a  fund  for  the  use  of  the  University  of 
Mississippi. 

Under  this  act  it  will  be  seen,  that  the  State  is  restricted  in  its  selec- 
tion to  unoccupied  and  uninhabited  lands.  In  the  list  under  considera- 
tion the  governor  made  selection  of  23,007.89  acres  from  lands  formerly 
reserved  for  naval  purposes,  and  restored,  under  act  of  March  2, 1895  (28 
Stat.,  814),  upon  certification  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  on  May  14, 
1895,  that  said  lands  were  no  longer  needed  for  the  purposes  reserved. 

In  restoring  these  naval  reserve  lands,  the  act  of  March  2, 1895,  supraj 
granted  a  preference  right  of  entiy  for  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  that  act,  under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law,  to  all 
bona  fide  settlers  who  had  made  improvements  and  were  residing  upon 
any  of  the  agricultural  lauds  in  said  reservation.    The  question  as  to 
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the  right  of  the  State  to  make  selections  of  these  lands  was  considered 
in  departmental  decision  of  June  3, 1895  (20  L.  D.,  510),  in  which  it  was 
held  that  selection  might  be  made  of  any  of  the  lands  restored  by  said 
act  of  March  2, 1895,  except  those  situated  on  Back  Bay  near  the  city 
of  Biloxi,  which  were  to  be  disposed  of  under  the  townsite  law. 

The  act  of  March  2, 1895,  provided  for  the  appraisement  of  agrical- 
taral  lands  ordered  restored,  and  required  the  homesteader  in  making 
entry  of  said  lauds  to  pay  for  the  same  not  less  than  the  value  deter- 
mined by  the  appraisement.  Notice  of  the  restoration  under  this  act 
was,  therefore,  not  given  until  after  the  lands  had  been  duly  appraised, 
which  appraisal  was  approved  by  this  Department  August  21,  1895, 
and  notice  of  the  restoration  was  first  published  September  21,  and 
November  1,  1895,  named  as  the  day  on  which  applications  to  enter 
said  lands  would  be  received. 

Following  the  decision  of  June  3, 1895,  supra^  your  office  submitted 
for  approval  a  list  of  the  lands  selected  by  the  governor  on  May  10, 
1895,  which  list  was  returned  by  departmental  letter  of  November  2, 
1895,  Dot  reported,  with  instructions  to  give  notice  of  the  State  selec- 
tion and  to  advise  persons  claiming  adversely  to  the  State  that  they 
must  present  their  claims  on  or  before  December  12,  1895,  after  which 
date  the  State  selection  would  be  acted  upon  with  the  view  to  the 
approval  of  the  same. 

This  notice,  it  appears,  was  regularly  given,  under  which  six  claims 
were  presented  and  the  parties  all  alleged  settlement  prior  to  the  State's 
selection  on  May  10,  1895.  The  tracts  claimed  by  these  parties  were 
eliminated  from  the  selection  made  by  the  governor  of  the  State  and, 
thereafter,  the  list  was  approved  on  January  30, 1896,  which  directed 
the  issue  of  the  patents  to  the  State  for  the  lands  covered  by  said  list 

Your  office  letter  now  under  consideration  informs  me  that  although 
said  list  was  approved  on  January  30,  1896,  patent  has  never  issued 
thereon,  and  that  a  number  of  applications  have  been  received  from 
the  local  office  at  Jackson,  Mississippi,  from  persons  desiring  to  make 
entry  of  lands  covered  by  said  approved  list  under  the  homestead  laws, 
in  which  the  applicants  alleged  that  they  settled  upon  the  lands  long 
prior  to  the  selection  by  the  State  and  have  since  made  the  lands  settled 
upon  their  homes  having  occupied  and  cultivated  the  same. 

As  the  act  of  June  20, 1894,  stipra^  under  which  the  State's  selections 
were  made,  restricted  selection  to  unoccupied  and  uninhabited  lands, 
and  as  patent  has  not  been  issued  upon  the  approved  list,  the  matter  of 
these  later  applications  is  presented  to  this  Department  with  request 
for  instructions  in  the  premises. 

As  the  act  of  1894  provides  for  the  issue  of  patent,  it  must  be  held 
that  until  patent  issue,  the  lands  are  still  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Department,  and  I  have,  therefore,  to  direct  that  where  the  allegations 
of  settlement  prior  to  the  State's  selection  are  duly  corroborated,  a 
hearing  shall  be  ordered,  after  due  notice  to  the  governor  of  the  State, 
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in  order  to  determine  the  exact  status  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the 
State's  selection,  and  that  the  matter  be  thereafter  disposed  of  in 
the  usual  manner.  Further  action  upon  the  company's  list  will  in 
the  meantime  be  snsi>ended. 


RAILRO^VD  GRANT-PRrVATE  CLAIM-APPLICATION. 

DtJNCANSON  V.  DUNOANSON. 

A  railroad  grant  does  not  take  effect  upon  lands  that  are  at  the  date  of  the  grant 
embraced  within  the  claimed  limits  of  a  Mexican  private  grant  by  npecitic 
boundaries,  thongh  at  such  time  the  question  of  the  true  location  of  said  bound- 
aries is  pending  and  undetermined. 

If  a  part  of  the  land  covered  by  an  application  to  enter  is  subject  to  entry,  and  a 
part  is  not,  the  application  should  not  be  rejected  as  an  entirety,  but  may  be 
allowed  for  the  land  subject  to  such  appropriation. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  .9, 1897.  (P.  W.  0.) 

B.  E.  Duncanson  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  May  4, 
1896,  dismissing  his  protest  against  the  allowance  of  the  homestead 
entry  of  Edward  W.  Duncanson,  covering  lots  1,  2  and  3,  Sec.  28,  T.  2 
S.,  E.  7  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles  land  district,  California. 

To  a  clear  understanding  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  protest  is 
based,  a  brief  recitation  of  the  facts  relative  to  action  heretofore  taken 
by  this  Department  upon  a  prior  application  tendered  by  protestant  is 
necessary. 

On  April  12,  1884,  protestant  tendered  his  homestead  application 
covering  lots  1,  2  and  3,  Sec.  27,  and  lots  1,  2  and  3,  Sec.  28,  T.  2  S.,  K. 
7  W.,  S.  B.  M.  As  said  application  covered  part  of  an  odd-numbered 
section  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  March 
3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  579),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  branch  line  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  the  rights  under  which  were  held  to 
have  attached  April  3, 1871,  the  same  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers 
and  protestant  appealed  to  your  office. 

By  your  office  decision  of  September  12, 1884,  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  rejecting  the  application  was  reversed  because  at  the  date  of  the 
attachment  of  rights  under  said  railroad  grant,  said  lots  in  section  27 
were  within  the  claimed  limits  of  the  Mexican  grant  Jurupa,  as  shown 
by  the  survey  thereof  made  in  1869,  known  as  the  Reynolds  survey. 

Upon  appeal  your  office  decision  was  reversed  by  departmental 
decision  of  December  1, 1890  (11  L.  D.,  538),  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  Reynolds  survey  of  the  Jurupa  grant  was  never  approved  by  the 
surveyor-general  and  was,  therefore,  not  effective  as  against  the  rail- 
road grant. 

A  review  of  this  decision  was  denied  June  23, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  664). 

This  appears  to  have  been  the  last  departmental  action  upon  prot* 
estant's  homestead  application. 
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It  is  noticed  from  the  proceedings  that  no  heed  was  given  to  the  fact 
that  protestant  applied  for  other  land  than  that  in  section  27. 

As  to  the  land  in  section  28,  his  application  should  have  been 
accepted,  and  to  this  extent  his  application  has  never  received  consid- 
eration. 

In  his  protest  he  alleges  that,  together  with  his  family,  he  has  con- 
tin  aed  to  make  his  home  upon  the  laud  covered  by  his  homestead 
application  since  its  tender  in  1884,  being  satisfied  that  his  rights 
would  be  maintained  by  the  courts;  that  the  railroad  company  has 
sued  him  for  possession,  and  that  the  suit  was,  at  the  date  of  his  pro- 
test, pending  in  the  superior  court  of  San  Bernardino  county. 

In  this  connection  he  refers  to  the  dexjision  of  the  United  States  cir- 
cuit court  in  the  case  of  Southern  Pacific  v.  Brown  et  al.  (68  Fed.  Rep., 
333),  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  Reynolds  survey  of  said 
Jurupa  grant  upon  the  grant  for  the  railroad  company  was  involved, 
and  in  which  the  court  held: — 

In  cases  of  Mexican  grants  by  specitic  boundaries,  lands  claimed  by  the  grantees 
to  be  within  those  boandaries  are  not  public  lands,  within  the  operation  of  a  rail- 
road land  grant,  if,  at  the  date  of  the  latter,  the  question  of  the  true  location  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  private  grant  is  pending  and  undetermined.     (Syllabus.) 

Said  case  was  carried  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  ninth  circuit, 
where  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  was  affirmed  (75  Fed.  Rep.  85). 

An  examination  of  these  decisions  of  the  courts  leads  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  decisions  of  this  Department  upon  protestant's  applica- 
tion were  erroneous. 

It  is  learned,  however,  that  following  the  departmental  decisions,  the 
lots  in  section  27  have  been  patented  to  the  company  so  that  until 
the  outstanding  evidence  of  title  has  been  set  aside,  protestant's  appli- 
cation cannot  be  reinstated  and  allowed  as  to  the  lots  in  that  section. 
Edward  W.  Duneansou  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  lots 
in  section  28  on  February  17, 1800,  the  same  day  the  protest  under 
consideration  was  filed. 

If,  as  he  alleges,  E.  E.  Duucanson  has  continued  in  the  possession 
and  occupation  of  the  land  since  1884,  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  should 
be  protected  in  his  rights  to  the  land  in  section  28,  under  his  applica 
tion  presented  as  before  stated,  and  to  this  extent  he  should  now  be 
reinstated  in  his  rights. 

Hearing  should  be  ordered  that  opportunity  be  given  E.  E.  Duncan- 
son  to  sustain  his  allegations  as  to  continued  occupation  and  posses- 
sion of  the  lands. 

I  have  further  to  direct  that  demand  be  made  upon  the  railroad  com- 
pany, under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556)^ 
to  reconvey  said  lots  1,  2  and  3,  Sec.  27,  erroneously  patented  on 
account  of  its  grant,  and  that  report  be  made  at  proper  time  as  to 
action  taken  under  said  demand. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  modified  and  the  papers  returned 
for  action  in  accordance  with  dii*ections  herein  given. 
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REPAYMENT-DESERT  LAND  ENTRY. 

George  A.  Stone.* 

Rei)ayment  can  not  be  allowed  where  a  desert  land  entry  is  properly  allowed  on  the 
proofs  presented,  but,  on  subsequent  proceedings,  is  canceled  on  account  of  the 
non-desert  character  of  the  land. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeiieral  Land  Office^  June  22^ 

(W.  V.  D.)  1897. 

George  A.  Stone  filed  in  your  office  au  application  bearing  date 
August  18, 1896,  for  the  repayment  of  the  sum  of  $1G0,  paid  by  him  on 
March  13, 1886,  upon  making  desert  land  entry  No.  629  of  the  whole 
of  section  20,  T.  5  S.,  E.  8  E.,  Tucson  land  district,  Arizona. 

On  May  11, 1887,  your  office  on  consideration  of  the  rei)ort  of  a  special 
agent,  held  said  entry  for  cancellation,  on  the  ground  that  ^Hhe  land  is 
not  desert  in  character,  and  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  desert  act." 

Stone  was  duly  served  with  notice  of  said  action  and  was  informed 
that  he  was  allowed  sixty  days  in  which  to  show  cause  why  his  entry 
should  be  sustained  in  accordance  with  circular  instructions  of  July  31, 
1886,  and  May  24, 1886  (4  L.  D.,  pp.  503  and  545),  and  that  if  he  failed 
to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  be  sustained,  the  same  would  be 
finally  canceled.  On  October  7, 1887,  the  local  officers  advised  your 
office  that  Stone  had  been  duly  notified,  and  had  taken  no  action  in  the 
matter.  And  on  November  14, 1887,  your  office  canceled  the  entry,  for 
the  reason  stated,  and  restored  the  land  to  the  public  domain. 

On  September  17, 1896,  your  office  denied  the  application  for  repay- 
ment, and  Stone  has  appealed  to  this  Department. 

Stone's  desert  land  entry  was  not  "erroneously  allowed."  The 
<' allowance"  is  the  act  of  the  local  officers,  and  not  the  act  of  the 
entryman.  Upon  the  showing  made  by  Stone  and  his  two  witnesses, 
the  laud  appeared  to  be  desert  in  character  and  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  local  officers  to  allow  his  application  to  enter.  Had  the  entryman 
sustained  the  allegations  made  in  his  application,  the  entry  would  not 
have  been  canceled.  Unfortunately  for  him,  these  allegations  were  not 
sustained,  and  the  entry  was  canceled  because  the  land  was  not  desert 
in  character.  Upon  the  proofs  presented  the  allowance  of  the  entry 
was  correct.  The  error  was  not  in  the  "  allowance,"  but  in  the  proofs 
presented  by  the  entryman.  This,  then,  is  not  a  case  where  the  entry 
was  "  erroneously  allowed,"  and  it  is  not  one  in  which  the  law  author- 
izes me  to  cause  repayment  to  be  made.  The  application  is,  therefore, 
denied. 

*  Not  reported  in  Vol.  24. 
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REPAYMENT-DESERT    LAND    ENTRY-"  ERKONEOUSLY    ALLOWED." 

George  A.  Stone  (On  Eeview). 

If  the  land  entered  is  not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  law  under  which  the 
entry  is  made,  bnt  is  expressly  represented  by  the  entrynian  to  be  of  such  char- 
acter, and  the  allowance  of  the  entry  is  procured  by  such  representation,  the 
entry  in  such  case  is  wrongfully  procured,  and  not  ''erroneously  allowed'' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  repayment  law. 

The  right  to  repayment  is  determined  by  specific  statutory  authority,  and  cannot  be 
recognized  except  in  the  cases  covered  thereby. 

The  case  of  E.  C.  Masten,  22  L.  D.,  337,  overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  Y.  D.)  August  9,  1897.  (J.  L.) 

George  A.  Stone  has  filed  a  motiou  for  review  of  departmental  decision 
of  June  22, 1897,  25  L.  D.,  110,  denying  his  application  for  repayment  of 
money  paid  upon  making  desert  land  entry.  The  facts  are  stated  in 
the  decision  sought  to  be  reviewed  and  will  only  be  referred  to  so  far 
as  may  be  necessary  in  considering  the  errors  assigned  as  reasons  for 
the  desired  review. 

The  first  error  assigned  is : 

1.  The  Secretary  erred  in  holding  that  this  entry  was; not  ''erroneously  allowed" 
by  the  local  officers,  when  the  field-notes  on  file  show  the  same  growth  of  mesquite 
trees  upon  the  tract  as  shown  by  the  special  agent  ui^on  whose  report  the  entry  was 
canceled. 

This  assignment  fails  for  several  reasons: 

First,  the  field  notes  of  the  survey  of  this  section  do  not  show  the 
same  growth  of  mesquite  trees  upon  the  tract  as  shown  by  the  special 
agent  upon  whose  report  the  entry  was  canceled.  The  field  notes  con- 
tain simply  a  general  statement  of  the  character  of  land  along  the  exte- 
rior lines  of  the  section  ^ 

Second,  the  field  notes  were  not  on  file  in  the  local  office  either  in 
fact  or  in  contemplation  of  law^ 

Third,  if  the  field  notes  had  made  the  showing  claimed  and  had  been 
on  file  in  the  local  office,  the  statements  therein  as  to  the  character  of 
the  land,  while  deemed  prima  fade  correct,  were  not  conclusive  and 
were  more  than  overcome  by  the  direct  and  positive  proofs  voluntarily 
produced  by  the  entryman  in  support  of  his  application  to  enter  the 
land. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat,  377),  authorized  the  entry  of  "des- 
ert land"  and  declared — 

That  aU  lands  exclusive  of  iiniber  lands  and  mineral  lands  which  will  not,  without 
irrigation,  produce  some  agricultural  crop,  shall  be  deemed  desert  lands  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act,  which  fact  shall  be  ascertained  by  proof  of  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses  under  oath^  whose  affidavits  shall  be  filed  in  the  land  office  in  which  said 
tract  of  land  may  be  situated. 

The  sworn  statement  of  Stone  says : 

That  the  land  above  described  will  not  without  irrigation  produce  an  agricultural 
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crop;  that  there  is  no  timber  growing  upon  Raid  land  ....  that  I  became 
acquainted  with  said  land  by  personal  observation,  having  been  acquainted  with  it 
eight  years  last  piist. 

The  affidavit  of  one  of  his  witnesses  contains  the  following: 

That  I  became  acquainted  with  said  laud  by  personal  inspection ;  that  I  have 
been  acquainted  with  it  for  fifteen  years  last  past ;  that  I  have  frequently  passed 
over  it;  that  my  knowledge  of  said  land  is  such  as  to  enable  me  to  testify  under- 
stiindiugly  concerning  it.  .  .  .  That  it  is  a  fact  well  known,  patent  and  notorious 
that  it  will  not  in  its  natural  condition,  produce  any  crop.  .  .  .  That  there  is  no 
timber  growing  thereon  but  that  it  is  devoid  of  timber. 

The  affidavit  of  the  other  witness  contains  substantially  the  same 
statement  excepting  seven  years  is  given  as  the  extent  of  his  acqaaint- 
ance  with  the  land. 

The  circumstances  surrounding  the  cancellation  of  this  entry,  and 
the  effect  of  the  cancellation,  are  described  in  the  brief  filed  with  this 
motion  for  review  by  Harvy  Spalding  and  Sons,  counsel  for  Stone,  as 
follows: 

Said  agent  reported  that  the  tract  entered  by  this  applicant,  among  others,  was 
covered  by  a  growth  of  mesquite  trees  to  the  number  of  6,400;  each  tree  sufficiently 
largo  to  produce  one-half  cord  of  wood,  and  upon  this  showing  the  Commissioner 
held  the  entry  for  cancellation  as  not  being  desert  in  character  aud  not  subject  to 
entry  under  the  desert  land  act.  The  entrymau  not  being  able  to  disprove  this 
statement  let  the  case  go  by  default  aud  the  entry  was  canceled  for  the  reason 
stated. 

We,  as  well  as  the  United  States,  are  bound  by  it  and  it  may  be  taken  aa  finally 
determined,  so  far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  tbat  the  presence  of  the  mesquite  trees 
upon  the  land  made  it  insusceptible  of  entry  under  the  desert  land  act. 

The  act  of  June  16, 1880  (21  Stat.,  287),  authorizes  repayment  in  cases 
like  this  only — 

Where  ....  desert  land  entries  ....  have  heretofore  or  shall  hereafter  l>e  can- 
celed for  conflict,  or  where,  from  any  cause,  the  entry  has  been  erroneously  allowed 
and  cannot  be  confirmed.  * 

In  the  decision  now  sought  to  be  reviewed,  it  was  said 

Stone's  desert  land  entry  was  not  *  erroneously  allowed.'  The  allowance  is  the  act 
of  the  local  officers  and  not  the  act  of  the  entrymau.  Upon  the  showing  made  by 
Stone  and  his  two  witnesses,  the  land  appeared  to  be  desert  in  character  and  it  became 
the  duty  of  the  local  officers,  to  allow  his  application  to  enter.  Had  the  entrymau 
sustained  the  allegations  made  in  his  application,  the  entry  would  not  have  been 
canceled.  Unfortunately  for  him,  these  allegations  were  not  sustained  aud  the  entry 
was  canceled  because  the  land  was  not  desert  in  character.  Upon  the  proofs  pre- 
sented the  allowance  of  the  entry  was  correct.  The  error  was  not  in  the  allowance, 
but  in  the  proofs  presented  by  the  entrymau.  This,  then,  is  not  a  case  where  the 
entry  was  'erroneously  allowed,'  and  it  is  not  one  in  which  the  law  authorizes  me  to 
cause  repayment  to  be  made. 

To  this  it  may  be  added,  that  it  was  not  error  for  the  local  ofticers  to 
devolve  upon  the  entrymau  the  risk  incident  to  any  material  falsity  in 
his  proofs.  It  does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  reproach  them  for  accepting 
his  representations  as  true  and  acting  thereon. 
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The  second  assi^ment  of  error  is: 

2.  The  Secretary  erred  in  holding  that  an  entry  canceled  because  the  land  entered 
is  not  of  the  kind  contemplated  by  the  law  under  which  the  entry  is  made^  is  not  an 
entry  erroneoasly  allowed  within  the  meaning  of  the  repayment  law. 

The  effect  of  the  decision  sought  to  be  reviewed  is  that  where  the 
land  entered  is  not  of  the  character  contemplated,  by  the  law  under 
which  the  entry  is  made,  but  is  expressly  represented  by  the  entryman 
to  be  of  that  character,  and  the  allowance  of  the  entry  is  procured  by 
such  representation^  the  entry  is  wrongfully  procured  and  is  not  '^erro- 
neously allowed"  within  the  meaning  of  the  repayment  law. 

The  third  assignment  of  error  is: 

3.  The  Secretary  erred  in  disregarding  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the 
repayment  case  of  E.  C.  Masten,  22  L.  D.,  337,  a  case  involying  exactly  the  same 
points  as  are  in  this  case. 

The  Hasten  case  was  considered  in  connection  with  the  decision  in 
this  case  and  was  disregarded  because  believed  to  be  wrong.  It  should 
have  been  then,  and  is  now,  expressly  overruled.  Hasten  claimed,  in 
effect,  that  his  entry  had  been  properly  allowed  but  had  been  errone- 
ously canceled,  and  that,  therefore,  he  was  entitled  to  have  his  purchase 
money  repaid  to  him.  Without  referring  to  the  statute  and  without 
considering  the  cases  embraced  therein,  repayment  was  allowed.  It 
is  apparent  that  the  holding  was  wrong,  for  the  reason  that  Congress 
has  clothed  the  Secretary  with  authority  to  cause  repayment  to  be 
made  only  in  certain  specified  cases  and  has  withheld  such  authority 
in  all  others,  of  which  the  Hasten  case  is  one. 

The  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


HAaOBEBa  ET  AL.  V.  HAHBW. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  28, 1897, 24  L.  D., 
489,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Ryan,  August  10, 1897. 


ADDITIOKAIi  HOMESTEAD  ENTKY— SECTION  6,  ACT  OF  MABCII  «,   1880. 

l^ANOY  A.   STINSON. 

The  right  to  make  an  additional  homestead  entry  under  section  6,  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  extends  to  cases  where  the  original  entry  was  made  either  before  or  after 
the  passage  of  said  act,  if  the  applicant  is  otherwise  within  the  terms  of  said 
section. 

The  cases  of  John  W.  Cooper  et  al,  15  L.  D.,  285,  and  Wallace  H.  Herrick,  24  L.  D., 
23y  overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
(W.  Y.  D.)  August  10, 1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

By  departmental  decision  of  February  13,  1897  (not  reported),  the 
decision  of  your  office,  approving  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in 
2670— VOL  25 8 
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rejecting  the  application  of  Nancy  A.  Stinson,  to  make  an  additional 
homestead  entry  for  the  N.  i  of  the  S  W.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  16  K,  R.  41  E., 
Walla  Walla  land  district,  Washington,  was  affirmed. 

Said  application  was  made  on  Jane  7, 1895,  under  the  sixth  section 
of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  and  was  rejected  for  the 
reason  that  the  applicant  had,  on  December  24, 1883,  filed  a  preemption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  24,  T.  16  N.,  R. 
41  E.,  same  land  district,  which  she  had  transmuted  to  a  homestead 
entry  on  August  13, 1889,  and  submitted  final  proof  and  received  final 
certificate  thereon,  September  17, 1894. 

In  passing  on  the  case  here  it  was  said  in  the  departmental  decision 
aforesaid  that — 

The  right  to  make  additional  homestead  entry  under  section  six,  act  of  March 
2, 1889,  is  limited  to  cases  where  the  original  entry  was  made  prior  to  the  passage  of 
said  act  (citing  John  W.  Cooper  et  al.  15  L.  D.,  285.) 

On  April  23, 1897,  Mrs.  Stinson  addressed  a  communication  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  a  copy  of  the 
adverse  decision,  in  which  she  asks  that  her  case  receive  the  serious 
attention  of  the  Secretary,  but  assigning  no  specific  error  of  law  or 
fact. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  the  question  involved  is  one  only  between 
the  applicant  and  the  government,  the  irregularities  of  this  paper  wiU 
be  waived,  and  it  will  be  treated  as  a  motion  for  review  of  the  case. 

Section  six  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  supra^  is  as  follows : 

That  every  person  entitled;  under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  laws,  to  enter  a 
homestead,  who  has  heretofore  complied  with  or  who  shall  hereafter  comply  with 
the  conditions  of  said  laws,  and  who  shall  have  made  his  final  proof  thereunder  for 
a  quantity  of  laud  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  and  received  the  receiver's 
final  receipt  therefor,  shall  he  entitled  under  said  laws  to  enter  as  a  personal  right, 
and  not  assignahle,  by  legal  subdivisions  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
subject  to  homestead  entry  so  much  additional  land  as  added  to  the  quantity  pre- 
viously so  entered  by  him  shall  not  exceed  one  handred  and  sixty  acres:  Pro- 
vided,  That  in  no  case  shall  patent  issue  for  the  land  covered  by  such  additional 
entry  until  the  person  making  such  additional  entry  shall  have  actually  and  in  con- 
formity to  the  homestead  laws  resided  upon  and  cultivated  the  lands  so  additionaUy 
entered  and  otherwise  fully  complied  with  such  laws,  etc. 

General  Land  Office  circular  of  March  8,  1889,  approved  by  Mr.  Sec- 
retary Noble  (8  L.  D.,  314),  says  in  reference  to  said  act — 

The  fifth  and  sixth  sections  both  provide  that  parties  who  made  homestead  entries 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  act  of  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  shall  have  the 
right  to  make  an  additional  entry  of  a  quantity  sufficient  with  the  original  entry  to 
complete  the  maximum  quantity  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  etc. 

In  the  cases  of  John  W.  Cooper  et  al.  (15  L.  D.,  286)  and  Wallace  H. 
Herrick  (24  L.  D.,  23),  it  is  held  that  the  right  to  make  additional 
homestead  entry  under  section  six  of  said  act  is  limited  to  cases  where 
the  original  entry  was  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  and  the 
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circular  cited  above  is  relied  on  in  both  cases  as  authority  for  such 

holding. 
In  my  judgment,  the  doctrine  of  these  c^ses  and  of  the  circular,  is 

unsound.    The  grouping  of  sections  five  and  six  and  treating  them  as 

meaning  the  same  thing  in  this  regard,  ignores  an  important  difference 

in  the  language  used  and  finds  no  support  in  the  other  provisions  of 

the  act. 

The  two  sections  are  essentially  unlike  in  the  terms  employed  and 

are  equally  unlike  in  the  purpose  expressed.    Section  five  provides — 

That  any  homestead  settler  who  has  heretofore  entered  less  than  one  qaarter  section 
of  land  may  enter  other  and  additional  land  lying  contiguous  to  the  original  entry^ 
which  shall  not  with  the  land  first  entered  and  occupied  exceed  in  the  aggregate 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  without  proof  of  residence  upon  and  cultivation  of 
the  additional  entry,  etc. 

It  will  be  observed  that  while  this  section  specially  limits  the  right 
to  make  an  additional  entry  to  one  ^^who  has  heretofore  entered  less 
than  one  quarter  section  of  laud,"  the  benefits  of  the  sixth  section  are 
expressly  extended  to 

erery  person  entitled,  under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  laws,  to  enter  a  homo- 
stead,  who  hae  heretofore  complied  with  or  who  shall  hereafter  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions of  said  laws,  and  who  shall  hare  made  his  final  proof  ....  and  received  .... 
final  receipt. 

The  making  of  an  entry  is  one  of  the  first  and  essential  '<  conditions" 
of  the  homestead  laws,  a  compliance  with  the  conditions  of  which, 
either  before  or  after  the  date  of  the  act,  satisfies  the  requirements 
of  section  six.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  language  employed  plainly 
expresses  the  intention  of  Congress  to  confer  the  benefits  of  this  sec- 
tion upon  quaUfied  persons  who  had  made,  or  might  thereafter  make, 
a  homestead  entry  of  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  and  who 
comply  with  the  conditions  of  such  laws,  make  final  proof  thereunder 
and  receive  final  receipt  therefor.  If  it  be  suggested  tiiat  the  words 
"heretofore  ....  or  ...  .  hereafter  ....  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions of  said  laws",  as  here  used,  refer  only  to  the  perfecting  of  an 
existing  entry,  by  residence,  cultivation,  etc.,  and  do  not  include  the 
making  of  the  entry,  the  suggestion  is  answered  by  the  fact  that  else- 
where in  this  act  where  such  partial  and  subsequent  compliance  is 
alone  referred  to,  language  essentially  difierent  from  that  in  section  six  is 
employed.  Section  two,  which  in  Hertzke  v.  Henermond  (25  L.  D.,  82), 
is  recognized  as  limited  to  those  who  fail  to  acquire  title  under  entries 
made  before  the  date  of  the  act,  is  as  follows : 

That  any  person  who  has  not  heretofore  perfected  title  to  a  tract  of  land  of  which 
ho  has  made  entry  under  the  homestead  law,  may  make  a  homestead  entry  of  not 
exceeding  one  quarter  section  of  public  land  subject  to  such  entry,  such  previous 
filing  or  entry  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding;  but  this  right  shall  not  apply  to 
persona  who  jierfect  title  to  lands  under  the  preemption  or  homestead  laws  already 
initiate^]. 
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In  the  construction  of  this  section,  in  the  case  cited,  it  was  held  that 
it  referred  solely  to  entries  theretofore  initiated  but  included  instances 
where  the  failure  to  perfect  title  thereunder  either  antedated  or  fol- 
lowed the  date  of  the  act.  There  the  ripening  of  any  entry  itito  title  by 
subsequent  compliance  with  the  further  conditions  of  the  homestead 
law  was  designated  by  appropriate  language,  plainly  indicating  an 
intention  to  exclude  the  making  of  the  entry  and  to  include  only  that 
which  is  done  to  perfect  title  thereunder.  Even  if  the  making  of  an 
entry  be  not  regarded  as  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  homestead  law, 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  there  is  nothing  therein  which  con- 
fines the  operation  of  the  section  to  entries  made  before  the  act.  The 
compliance  which  is  therein  mentioned  may  be  either  prior  or  subse- 
quent to  the  act  and  since  this  compliance  is  not  confined  to  any  class 
of  entries,  it  would  seem  to  refer  to  that  which  is  done  to  perfect  an  entry 
existing  at  the  time  of  such  compliance,  without  regard  to  the  time 
when  the  same  was  initiated.  Those  who  make  entry  of  less  than  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  after  the  date  of  the  act  are  as  much  within 
the  spirit  of  this  section  as  tliose  who  made  such  entry  prior  thereto, 
and  they  find  no  opposition  in  the  letter  thereof. 

I  believe  Congress  intended  to  provide  a  means  whereby  every  home- 
steader might  acquire  title  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land 
notwithstanding  a  prior  partial  exercise  of  the  homestead  privilege, 
and  that  the  right  to  make  an  additional  entry  under  section  six 
extends  to  one  whose  original  entry  may  have  been  made  either  before 
or  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  if  he  be  otherwise  within  the  terms  of 
said  section. 

The  departmental  decision  of  February  13, 1897,  in  this  case,  is  hereby 
recalled  and  revoked  and  the  departmental  decisions  in  the  cases  of 
John  W.  Cooper  et  al.  (15  L.  D.,  285)  and  Wallace  H.  Herrick  (24  L. 
D.,  23),  are  overruled.  The  hesitancy  with  which  I  would  otherwise 
overrule  prior  decisions  construing  a  statute  and  applying  the  same  as 
so  construed,  is  obviated  here  for  the  reasons:  First,  I  am  convinced 
that  the  section  in  question  plainly  confers  a  valuable  privilege  the 
enjoyment  of  which  is  restricted,  by  the  decisions  overruled,  without 
any  reasonable  warrant  therefor;  second,  neither  the  circular  nor  the 
decisions  following  the  same  contain  any  discussion  of  the  question  or 
bear  evidence  of  mature  consideration;  and  third,  the  changed  con- 
struction now  given  to  the  section  will  not  disturb  or  unsettle  any 
titles  or  rights  heretofore  acquired  under  the  construction  then  pi-e- 
vailing. 

Mrs.  Stinson  will  be  permitted  to  make  an  additional  entry  as  applied 
for,  if  otherwise  qualified. 
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BALLBOAD    LANDS-SECTION    1,    ACT   OF   MARCH   «,    1887. 

£j:ndbioh  et  al.  v.  Pbrdido  Land  Co. 

Section  4,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  was  not  intended  to  protect  a  speculative  purchase 
made  with  knowledge  of  the  defect  iu  the  titlo  of  the  railroad  company. 

The  pnrchasers  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  company,  that  is  applying  for  patent  under 
said  section  4,  are  not  purchasers  of  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  11, 1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

In  the  case  of  Alonzo  Eendrich  et  al.  v.  The  Perdido  Land  Company, 
involving  certain  lands  in  the  Montgomery,  Alabama,  land  district,  the 
Department,  on  Augnst  28,  1896  (23  L.  D.,  288),  decided  that  by  enter- 
ing into  an  agreement  to  pro  rate  its  claims  nnder  section  8  of  the  for- 
feiture act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  the  company  had  not 
waived  or  exhausted  any  right  to  patents  for  lands  applied  for  by  it 
under  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  5«56),  but 
that,  being  neither  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  nor  an  assignee  in  good 
faith  under  the  said  fourth  section,  it  had  no  right  thereunder  to  the 
lands  applied  for,  and  so  dismissed  the  company's  application. 

On  December  23, 1896  (23  L.  D.,  529),  a  motion  for  review,  filed  by 
said  company,  was  denied  by  the  Department  on  the  ground  that  the 
motion  went  only  to  the  question  of  a  purchase  in  good  faith  under  said 
fourth  section  and  presented  nothing  pertinent  to  that  question  in  this 
case  not  heretofore  fully  considered  by  the  Department.  The  case 
comes  now  again  before  the  Department  under  an  order  of  January 
15, 1897,  entertaining  what  is  in  effect  a  petition  by  said  company 
invoking  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Secretary. 

This  petition  presents  nothing  new  whatever,  being  merely  a  partial 
reassignment  of  alleged  errors  assigned  in  the  said  motion  for  review  and 
fully  considered  when  said  motion  was  denied.  Giving  the  case  of  Drake 
et  al,  V.  Button  (14  L.  D.,  18),  again  cited,  its  broadest  i>ossible  appli- 
cation to  this  case,  it  is  not  a  decisive  authority  upon  the  question  of 
good  faith  presented  in  the  case  at  bar.  It  could  only  apply  as  such 
authority  in  any  case  upon  the  question  of  good  faith  under  said  fourth 
section  where  the  situation  of  all  the  parties,  including  the  govern- 
ment, in  their  relations  to  each  other,  and  the  conditions  surrounding 
the  grant,  were  similar  throughout  to  those  in  the  case  of  Drake  et  al. 
V.  Button  (supra) ;  that  is,  where  the  facts  in  the  two  cases  were  essen- 
tially similar.  A  comparison*of  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar  with  those 
of  the  case  cited  shows  that  they  are  not  essentially  similar.  The  con- 
ditions surrounding  the  respective  grants  in  these  cases,  and  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  parties  as  to  their  liability  to  forfeiture,  respectively, 
appear  to  have  been  widely  dissimilar;  and  hence  the  decision  that  in 
the  one  case  a  party  purchased  in  good  faith  is  not  decisive  of  the 
question  in  the  other  case. 
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Under  said  fourth  section  the  question  in  this  case  is  not  ba  to  the 
good  faith  of  the  immediate  purchaser  fipom  the  railroad  company  or  of 
any  intermediate  purchaser.  The  question  in  this,  or  in  any  similar 
case,  is  whether  the  applicant  for  patent,  however  near  or  remote  as  a 
purchaser  from  the  railroad  company,  had  such  knowledge  of  the  con- 
ditions surrounding  and  nttaching  to  the  grant  and  rendering  it  liable 
to  forfeiture,  as  to  preclude  the  view  that  he  purchased  in  good  faith 
believing  that  he  took  a  sound  title  from  and  through  the  grantee  rail- 
road company,  or  as  stated  by  the  supreme  court  in  United  States  f. 
Winona  and  St.  Peter  Eailroad  Company  (165  U.  S.,  480),  whether 

in  actual  ignorance  of  any  defect  in  the  railroad  company's  title  and  in  reliance 
upon  the  action  of  the  government  in  the  apparent  transfer  of  title  by  certification 
or  patent,  he  has  made  an  honest  purchase  of  the  lands. 

The  decision  in  the  case  now  sought  to  be  re-opened  and  reconsidered 
held,  in  effect,  that  the  Perdido  Company  had  such  knowledge  and  did 
not  therefore  make  an  honest  purchase  in  ignorance  of  the  defect  in 
the  railroad  company's  (the  Mobile  and  Girard  Company's)  title,  and 
hence  was  not  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  in  the  meaning  of  said  fourth 
section.  A  very  careful  re-examination  and  reconsideration  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case  convince  me  that  that  conclusion  is  correct. 

The  applicant  company,  it  seems,  was  organized  in  1869,  for  specula- 
tive purposes  under  the  direction  and  control  of  one  W.  J.  Van  Kirk, 
mentioned  in  said  decision.  The  main  if  not  the  exclusive  purpose 
of  the  organization  of  the  company  was  to  capitalize  and  manipulate 
the  said  lands  and  better  defend  title  claimed  thereto  as  a  purchaser 
from  the  railroad  company.  Van  Kirk  was  then  the  beneficial  owner  of 
these  lands,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  United  States  therein,  and 
was  still  such  owner  when  in  January,  1890,  the  lands  were  conveyed 
to  the  Perdido  Company  without  consideration  by  A.  C.  Blount,  Jr., 
who  held  them  previously  io  trust  for  Van  Kirk.  As  late  as  January, 
1894,  Van  Kirk  still  owned  nine-tenths  of  the  stock  of  the  Perdido 
Company.  The  consideration  to  the  railroad  company  for  these  lands, 
which  moved,  in  effect,  from  Van  Kirk  through  Josiah  V.  Thompson, 
who  virtually  only  purchased  to  accommodate  Van  Kirk,  averaged  a 
little  more  than  five  cents  per  acre,  according  to  the  deeds  from  the 
company  to  Thompson.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  intended  by 
the  enactment  of  said  fourth  section  to  protect  a  purely  speculative 
purchase,  such  as  is  here  disclosed,  at  a  merely  nominal  price  and  with 
knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  railroad  company^s  title,  and  to  give  full 
legal  title  by  the  issue  of  patent  to  a  party,  who  otherwise  could  have 
no  title,  and  thus,  furthermore,  lay  the  foundation  for  a  demand  upon 
the  railroad  company,  to  be  enforced  by  suit  if  necessary,  for  payment 
to  the  government,  on  account  of  the  sale  of  these  lands,  of  an  amount 
equal  to  the  statutory  price  of  similar  public  lands,  as  provided  and 
required  by  said  section. 

The  affidavits  of  various  persons,  filed  with  the  motion  for  review  and 
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considered  when  that  motion  was  denied,  and  now  made  the  basis,  in 
large  part,  of  this  petition,  and  tending  to  show  that  since  filing  its 
application  for  patent,  Jane  29, 1893,  much,  if  not  all  the  stock  of  said 
Perdido  Company,  which  was  then  owned  by  W.  J.  Van  Kirk,  has  been 
sold  to  these  persons,  who  allege  that  they  purchased  such  stock  in 
good  faith,  furnish  no  ground  for  modifying,  in  any  way,  the  decision  of 
August  28, 1896.  Purchasers  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Perdido  Land 
Company  are  not  purchasers  of  the  land  in  question  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  they  are  not  parties  to  this  proceeding  and  can- 
not become  such.  The  question  of  their  good  faith  in  the  alleged  pur- 
chase of  the  stock  cannot  become  an  issue  in  this  case,  and  if  it  could, 
it  would  not  be  determined  upon  ex  parte  affidavits. 

I  find  nothing  in  the  present  petition  to  warrant  me  to  disturb  that 
decision.    The  petition  is  accordingly  denied. 


SOLDDSBS'  ADDITIONAL  HOMESTEAJ0--CERTTFICATION  OF  RIGHT. 

Henry  Walker. 

Ad  application  for  the  certification  of  a  soldier's  additional  homestead  right,  made  on 
behalf  of  a  purchaser  of  said  right,  cannot  be  allowed  where  the  additional  right 
of  the  soldier  has  been  exercised,  through  an  entry  made  in  the  name  of  the 
soldier's  widow,  snch  entry  being  allowed  by  the  Ltmd  Department  without 
notice  of  the  prior  sale  of  the  additional  right. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  11^  1897.  (A.  B.  P.) 

By  your  office  letters  of  February  13, 1897,  certain  facts  are  set  forth 
relative  to  the  right  to  make  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  in 
the  name  of  one  Henry  Walker,  as  bearing  upon  the  question  presented 
by  the  application  of  one  M.  J.  Wine  for  certification  of  such  right  for 
his  benefit  as  assignee  of  Walker,  and  instructions  are  asked  as  to 
whether,  in  view  of  the  facts  stated,  there  exists  any  valid  objection  to 
the  issuance  of  such  certificate  as  applied  for. 

The  facts  thus  set  forth  are  as  follows : 

On  December  3,  1866,  Henry  Walker  made  H.  E.  155,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas,  series, 
for  the  SE.  I  N\V.  \  Sec.  13,  T.  1  N.,  R.  13  W.,  containing  forty  acres,  on  which  F. 
C.  303  was  issued  November  17,  1874,  and  patent  on  November  30,  1878.  The  wit- 
nesses in  the  final  proof  in  said  case  aUege  'Hhat  Henry  Walker  is  the  identical 
person  who  was  known  by  the  name  of  Henry  Rankin  in  the  U.  S.  Army/' 

On  November  23,  1874,  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry.  No.  515,  F.  C.  474, 
was  made  at  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  under  Sec.  2306  R.  S.,  in  Walker's  name,  for  the  N.i 
NE.  i  and  SE.  i  NE.  i  Sec.  2,  T.  67  N,,  R.  19  W.  In  his  affidavit  of  military  service, 
filed  in  said  case,  Walker  alleged  that  he  served  in  Co.  A.,  64th  U.  S.  Col.  Inf.  Vols. ; 
that,  when  he  was  a  slave,  his  first  master's  name  was  Rankin  and  his  last  master's 
name  was  Walker,  and  that  after  coming  out  of  the  army  he  took  the  name  of 
Walker.  As  the  military  service  claimed  could  not  be  verified  by  the  records  of  the 
War  Department,  Messrs.  Heylmun  and  Kane,  upon  being  advised  thereof,  filed,  by 
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their  letter  of  April  5, 1879,  another  affidavit  executed  by  Walker  on  March  5, 1879 
(and  in  which  M.  J.  Wine  is  a  witness  to  his  signature),  in  which  he  alleged  service 
in  Co.  E,  G'lth  U.  S.  Col'd  Inf.,  and  Co.  I),  56th  Reg.  U.  S.  Col'd  Inf.  Vols.  This 
claim  of  military  service  was  not  verified  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department  and 
Messrs.  Heylmun  and  Kane  were  so  advised  by  letter  of  July  26,  1879,  and  that 
unless  better  evidence  of  Walker's  military  service  conld  be  furnished  his  entry 
would  be  canceled  as  illegal.  No  further  evidence  having  been  filed,  the  Des 
Moines  entry  was  cancelled  by  letter  "  C"  of  Novemlier  27, 1885,  for  that  reason,  and 
also,  apparently,  because  of  a  prior  adverse  claim. 

In  the  meantime  Messrs.  Heylmun  and  Kane,  on  March  15, 1883,  filed  the  applica- 
tion fur  a  certificate  of  additional  right  in  Walker's  name.  The  application  was 
rejected  by  letter  ''C"  of  June  29, 1883,  because  Walker's  claim  of  service  could  not 
be  verified,  and  because  of  the  pendency  of  his  additional  homestead  entry,  made  at 
Des  Moines,  Iowa,  and  the  papers  were  returned  to  the  attorneys.  Nothing  further 
appears  to  have  been  done  in  regard  to  said  application,  until  the  filing  of  Wine's 
motion,  on  July  21,  1896,  through  his  attorney,  Mr.  Hazelton.  It  is  stated  in  the 
said  motion  by  Mr.  Hazelton  that  the  attorneys  of  record  have  not,  since  March  15, 
1883,  been  advised  of  any  action  on  the  application  for  Walker's  certificate  of  right. 

In  both  the  letter  of  March  15,  1883,  from  Messrs.  Heylmun  and  Kane,  and  the  let- 
ter of  July  21,  1896,  from  Mr.  Hazelton,  the  application  for  a  certificate  of  right  is 
said  to  have  been  re-filed  March  15,  1883,  and  that  adverse  action  had  formerly  been 
taken  thereon.  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  record  of  a  foimer  application,  and 
it  is  presumed  that  the  former  adverse  action  referred  to  is  that  taken  against 
Walker's  Des  Moines  entry. 

With  his  letter  of  July  21,  1896,  Mr.  Hazelton  filed  two  powers  of  attorney,  one  to 
locate  and  the  other  to  sell  the  land  to  which  Walker  was  entitled,  under  his  addi- 
tional right,  both  executed  in  favor  of  M.  J.  Wine,  on  the  same  date  (March  5,  1879), 
and  before  the  same  officer  as  the  affidavit  heretofore  mentioned  as  having  been  filed 
in  support  of  Walker's  Des  Moines  entry. 

On  August  31, 1886,  Violet  Walker,  widow  of  Henry  Walker,  alias  Henry  Rankin, 
made  an  additional  homestead  entry  at  Las  Cruces,  N.  M.,  H.  E.  1353,  F.  C.  473,  for 
153.79  acres.  Said  entry  seems  to  have  been  first  examined  in  1891,  and  was  held  to 
be  confirmed  by  the  proviso  to  section  7,  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  as 
more  than  two  years  had  elapsed  after  the  issuance  of  the  final  receipt,  and  it 
was  accordingly  passed  to  patent.  In  this  case  the  military  service  of  Walker  was 
alleged  to  have  been  performed  in  Co.  A,  69th  Regt.  U.  S.  Col.  Troops,  under  the 
name  of  Henry  Rankin,  and  it  was  verified  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department. 
In  affidavits  filed  with  said  case  it  is  alleged  that  Walker  died  on  August  2,  1879. 

It  appears  from  the  foregoing  recital  that  on  March  5, 1879,  Walker 
sold  his  right  to  make  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry  to  one  M. 
J.  W4ne,  by  means  of  two  powers  of  attorney,  one  to  locate  and  the 
other  to  sell  the  land  located  upon,  and  to  appropriate  the  proceeds  to 
his  own  use,  the  powers  being  coupled  with  an  interest  and  therefore 
irrevocable.  Previous  to  this  time,  to  wit,  on  November  23, 1874,  it 
appears  that  the  additional  right  in  question  had  been  asserted  in 
Walker's  name  and  an  entry  made  at  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  but  this  entry 
was  canceled  November  27, 1886,  for  want  of  proper  proof  of  military 
service. 

In  the  meantime,  to  wit,  on  February  13, 1883,  by  departmental  cir- 
cular of  that  date,  the  practice  of  issuing  certificates  of  additional 
right  to  soldiers,  which  had  theretofore  prevaile<l  under  circular  of 
May  17, 1877,  wa«  discontinued,  but  with  the  proviso  that  the  new 
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rales  would  not  be  <l(«ine<l  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  additional  right 
had  already  been  certifie/d,  nor  to  cases  then  pending,  or  which  might 
be  filed  prior  to  March  16, 1883. 

On  March  15, 1883,  presumably  in  pursuance  of  the  proviso  to  said 
circular  of  February  13, 1883,  application  for  a  certificate  of  additional 
right,  in  Walker's  name,  was  filed  by  attorneys  claiming  to  represent 
him.  This  application  was  presented  notwithstanding  the  pendency  ot 
the  additional  homestead  entry  in  Walker's  name  at  Des  Moines,  Iowa. 
The  application  was  rejected  June  29, 1883,  because  of  lack  of  proof  ot 
military  service,  and  because  of  the  then  existing  Des  Moines  entry, 
either  of  which  was  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  action  taken. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  Walker's  attorneys  of  record  were  never 
notified  of  the  rejection  of  his  application  of  March  15, 1883,  and  that  in 
view  thereof,  and  of  the  further  fact  that  the  application  was  filed  within 
the  time  limited  by  the  proviso  in  the  circular  of  February  13, 1883,  the 
present  application  by  the  assignee,  M.  J.  Wine,  should  not  be  adjudged 
under  said  circular  of  February  13, 1883,  but  should  be  controlled  by 
the  prior  circular  of  May  17, 1877,  which  provided  for,  or  rather  allowed, 
the  certification  of  the  additional  right. 

In  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  it  is  not  deemed  material  whether 
this  contention  be  held  as  sustained  by  the  facts  or  not.  The  primary 
and  more  imi)ortant  question  is  whether  the  right  of  additional  entry 
which  originally  belonged  to  Walker,  has  not  been  already  exhausted 
by  the  additional  hoihestead  entry  made  by  his  widow  in  1886,  as  shown. 
If  such  right  was  exhausted  by  the  widow  through  the  entry  made  by 
her  in  New  Mexico,  it  follows  that  there  now  remains  no  additional  right 
on  account  of  said  Walker  to  be  certified  to  anybody,  and  in  that  event 
it  would  matter  not  under  which  of  the  circulars  referred  to  the  merits 
of  the  application  are  to  be  adjudicated. 

It  will  be  conceded,  upon  the  showing  made,  and  in  view  of  the 
authority  of  the  recent  case  of  Webster  v.  Lutlier  et  al.  (163  U.  8.,  331), 
that  M.  J.  Wine,  the  present  applicant,  did,  on  March  5, 1879,  purchase 
from  Walker  his  right  of  additional  entry,  and  that  he  thereby  became 
the  legal  assignee  of  said  right. 

It  may  be  further  conceded  that  if  Wine  had  made  known  to  the 
government  the  fact  of  his  said  purchase,  and  had  asserted  his  rights 
against  the  government  as  such  purchaser  and  assignee,  before  the 
entry  by  Walker's  widow  had  been  allowed,  as  stated,  it  could  not 
now  be  held  that  said  entry,  made  by  the  widow,  in  any  way  affected 
the  rights  acquired  by  him  under  his  said  purchase  and  assignment. 
This,  however,  he  did  not  do,  but  withheld  from  the  government  the 
fact  of  his  purchase  until  July  21,  1896  (the  date  of  the  present  appli- 
cation), nearly  ten  years  after  the  Land  Department,  without  any 
knowledge  of  his  said  purchase,  had  allowed  the  exercise  of  Walker's 
additional  right  of  entry  by  his  widow,  he  having  died  in  the  mean- 
time.   The  government  had  no  notice  whatever  of  the  claim  of  Wine 
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as  assignee,  when  the  widow's  entry,  based  upon  the  very  right  he  now 
asserts,  as  such  assignee,  was  allowed;  and  to  hold  that  he  is  neverthe- 
less entitled  to  make  another  entry,  based  upon  the  same  right,  wonld 
be  simply  to  allow  a  doable  satisfaction  of  a  single  additional  homestead 
right. 

It  was  Wine's  duty,  as  well  as  his  privilege,  to  have  notified  the 
government  of  his  purchase,  and  to  have  asserted  his  claim  thereunder 
immediat<ely,  or  at  any  rate,  before  the  exercise  of  the  right  he  pur- 
chased has  been  allowed  to  another;  and  not  having  done  so,  I  know  of 
no  principle  of  law  or  of  equity  which  demands  the  recognition  of  his 
present  claim.  The  government  is  under  no  obligation  to  him,  nor  is  he 
in  a  x)osition  to  complain. 

True,  it  may  be  said  that  if,  after  his  said  purchase  of  the  right,  he 
had  asserted  his  claim  as  assignee  thereof,  the  Department,  at  that 
time,  would  not  have  recognized  it,  because  the  right  was  then  held 
not  to  be  assignable;  but  this,  for  obvious  reasons,  can  not  operate  to 
give  merit  to  his  present  application,  or  to  place  his  claim  on  such  a 
basis  as  to  demand  recognition  upon  any  principle  of  equity  or  justice, 
it  serves  rather  to  explain  the  withholding  by  him  of  the  fact  of  his 
purchase.  Whatever  the  motive  may  have  been,  it  will  not  justify  the 
Department  in  recognizing  his  claim  under  said  purchase,  first  asserted 
more  than  sixteen  years  thereafter,  and  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that 
another  party  has  obtained,  in  the  meantime,  the  full  benefit  of  the  right 

The  Department  cannot,  in  any  case  where  it  appears  that  additional 
entry  has  already  been  allowed  for  lands  to  which  the  soldier  was  en- 
titled, thereafter  recognize  any  claim  by  a  purchaser  from  the  soldier 
of  his  additional  right,  who  purchased  prior  to  the  allowance  of  the 
entry,  but  of  which  purchase  the  Land  Department  had  no  notice  when 
the  entry  was  made.  In  all  such  cases  it  must  be  held  that  the  entry 
once  allowed,  in  the  name  of  the  soldier,  his  widow,  or  guardian  for  his 
minor  children,  in  the  absence  of  notice  of  a  prior  sale  or  purchase, 
exhausts  the  right.  This  is  but  simple  justice,  and  it  is  the  only  way 
the  government  can  be  protected. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  application  of  Wine  must  be,  and  the  same 
is  hereby,  rejected. 


—  ^ 

PRACTICE-SERVICE  OF  NOTICE-APPEARANCE. 

Jenkins  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Oo. 

A  general  appearanco  is  a  waiver  of  all  defects  or  irregnlarities,  if  any  exist,  of 
notice,  process,  or  service,  necessary  to  confer  jnrisdiction. 

Acting  Secretary  By  an  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  \ 

(W.  V.  D.)  August  13^  1897.  (B.  B.,  Jr.)  j 

Your  office  decision  of  February  18, 1896,  in  the  case  of  David  P. 
Jenkins  v.  The  Korthern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  involving  the 
NW.  i  of  Sec.  19,  T.  30  N.,  R.  40  B.,  W.  M.,  Spokane,  Washington, 
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land  district,  vacated  and  set  aside  the  decision  of  the  local  office  in 
favor  of  contestant,  and  remanded  the  case  for  hearing  de  novo^  on  the 
ground  that  the  local  office  was  without  jurisdiction  of  the  case  by 
reason  of  defective  service  of  notice  of  the  hearing  on  said  company. 
From  this  decision  contestant  appeals,  contending  that  said  company 
duly  appeared  on  October  18, 18;»5,  the  day  originally  set  for  the  hear- 
ing, and  at  other  times,  and  that  by  appearing  the  company  waived  all 
defects  in  the  service  of  notice. 

It  appears  that  the  land  involved  is  included  in  the  company's 
selection  list  No.  6  for  indemnity  lands  under  its  grant,-  that  on  June  3, 
1895,  Jenkins  filed  a  protest  against  the  selection  by  the  company  of 
said  land,  alleging  that  in  June,  1892,  he  duly  located  the  Hamburg 
and  Mary  Hill  mining  claims — the  former  lying  wholly  and  the  latter 
partly  within  said  land — and  that  the  land  embraced  in  these  claims 
was  more  valuable  for  its  deposits  of  gold  and  silver  than  for  agricul- 
tural purposes;  and  that  pursuant  to  direction  by  your  office,  dated  July 
29, 1896,  a  hearing  was  duly  ordered  by  the  local  office  to  commence 
there  October  18, 1895.  Notice  of  this  hearing  was  sent  by  registered 
mail  to  the  attorney  of  the  company  at  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  August  17, 
1895,  and  post  office  registry  return  receipt  therefor,  dated  four  days 
later,  bears  the  signature,  apparently,  of  F.  M.  Dudley,  the  company's 
attorney.  Whether  this  was  sufficient  notice  to  give  jurisdiction  under 
the  Kules  of  Practice  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  determine,  because 
jurisdiction  in  this  case  is  not  dependent  upon  such  notice. 

In  considering  the  case  the  Department  on  June  22, 1897,  stated  and 
directed  as  follows: 

The  record  now  before  me  of  the  proceedings  had  before  the  hearing  is  not  complete, 
and  in  order  to  complete  the  same,  so  that  the  character  of  the  appoanincc  may  be 
clearly  shown,  yon  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  certify  all  proceedings  had  in  the 
matter  of  the  continnances  in  this  case,  as  shown  by  their  contest  docket,  or  other 
records  of  their  office,  and  also  to  forward  all  agreements  for  continnances,  if  the 
same  were  reduced  to  writing  and  are  on  file  in  their  office. 

In  response  to  that  direction  the  local  officers  under  date  July  7, 1897, 
report : 

The  records  show  that  the  case  was  called  at  10  A.  M.  on  Oct.  18, 1895,  all  the 
parties  lieing  ])resent  and  a  continnance  was  had  by  the  consent  of  the  attorney  for 
the  NortherD  Pacific  R.  R.  Company  and  Mr.  Jenkins,  to  October  23, 1895,  at  10  o'clock 
A.  M.  ' 

Ou  October  23,  1895,  a  stipnlation  for  a  continuance  was  filed,  signed  by  the 
protestant  and  the  attorney  of  the  N.  P.  R.  R.  Company,  and  the  case  was  continued  to 
November  22, 1895,  at  which  time  the  protestant  appeared,  but  the  railroad  company 
failed  to  appear.  On  November  22, 1895,  the  protestant  desired  a  continnance  until 
Nov.  23, 1895 ;  and  the  continuance  wab  granted.  The  stipulation  for  the  continu- 
ance from  Oct.  23, 1895,  to  Nov.  22, 1895,  was  forwarded  with  the  papers  in  the  case, 
and  the  reason  that  a  continnance  was  asked  for  from  Nov.  22,  to  Nov.  23,  was  that  it 
was  feared  that  there  was  some  misunderstanding  with  the  attorney  for  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  it  having  been  first  understood  that  the  continnance  from 
October  23,  should  be  to  November  23,  instead  of  November  22,  and  to  make  sure 
that  there  was  no  misunderstanding  the  case  was  continued  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
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protestant  to  Nov.  23,  at  which  time  the  protestant  iutrodaoed  his  testimony  and 
there  was  no  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company.  The 
testimony  was  taken  on  Noyember  23, 1895,  and  a  decision  rendered  on  November  26, 
1895. 

The  ^'  stipulation/'  so-called  in  the  report  of  the  local  office,  is  marked 
exhibit  "  B '',  and  was  filed  October  23,  1895.    It  is  as  follows : 

United  States  Land  Office,  Spokane  Land  District. 
David  P.  Jenkins  ) 

V.  } 

N.  P.  R.  R.  Co.     ) 

The  land  involved  being  NW.  i  Sec.  19,  Tp.  32  N.,  R.  40  E.,  W.  M.,  Wash. 
It  is  hereby  agreed  between  the  undersigned  David  P.  Jenkins  and  N.  P.  R.  R.  Co., 
by  Tom  Cooney^  that  the  hearing  in  the  above  entitled  case,  set  for  Oct.  23rd,  1895, 
before  the  register  and  receiver  of  this  office,  be  postponed  nntil  Nov.  23rd,  1885. 

Contestant. 
(Signed)  Tom  Cooney, 

Aity.  for  N,  P.  Land  Dept,,  Contesiee, 

I  hereby  agree  that  the  case  between  David  P.  Jenkins  and  the  N.  P.  R.  R.  Co., 
based  on  a  protest  filed  by  me  in  the  Spokane  Falls,  Wash.  Land  Office,  be  con- 
tinued to  Nov.  22, 1895,  the  said  case  having  first  been  set  for  Oct.  18,  '95,  and  a  con- 
tinuance granted  nntil  Oct.  23,  '95,  this  being  the  second  continuance  agreed  upon, 
the  hearing  to  be  on  Nov.  22, 1895. 

(Signed)  D.  P.  Jenkins. 

The  figures  "  32 ",  used  above  as  indicating  the  township  in  which 
the  laud  is  situated,  are  evidently  a  clerical  error,  it  clearly  appearing 
that  the  land  first  above  described  in  township  30  N.,  includes  the  land 
in  controversy  between  these  parties. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  so-called  ^^  stipulation  "  consists  of  the  draft 
of  a  proposed  agreement  signed  by  attorney  Cooney  for  the  company, 
only,  for  a  continuance  to  November  23, 1895,  and  a  counter  proposi- 
tion signed  by  Jenkins,  only,  for  a  continuance  to  November  22, 1895. 
In  efiect  the  paper  marked  exhibit  <^  B  "  contains  two  propositions  for 
continuances,  the  first  by  the  company  through  its  attorney,  Cooney, 
and  the  second  by  Jenkins.  But  the  minds  of  the  parties  did  not  meet 
on  either  of  these  propositions,  and  hence  neither  proposition  became 
an  agreement  or  a  stipulation  for  a  continuance.  Whether  attorney 
Cooney's  proposition  amounted  to  a  motion  for  a  continuance  would 
depend  upon  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  filed.  These  are 
not 'shown  by  the  record. 

The  case  went  to  trial  on  November  23, 1895,  as  stated  in  the  report 
of  the  local  office,  the  company  making  default.  The  decision  of  the 
local  office  was  in  favor  of  Jenkins,  that  office  holding  that  the  land 
was  mineral  in  character  and  therefore  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the 
company.  No  appeal  was  taken  from  that  decision,  but  the  record 
having  been  transmitted  to  your  office,  upon  considering  the  case  your 
office  decided  as  hereinbefore  indicated. 

I  think  it  sufficiently  appears  from  the  record  before  me  that  the 
company  appeared  generally  in  the  case  on  the  day  set  for  the  hearing, 
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October  18,  1895.  Whether  it  appeared  subsequently  is  therefore 
immaterial.  That  a  geueral  appearance  by  the  company  waived  all 
defects  or  irregularities,  if  any,  of  notice,  process,  or  service,  necessary 
to  obtain  jurisdiction  over  it,  see  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law,  Vol.  1, 
p.  183;  and  Creighton  v.  Kerr,  8  Wall.,  8;  Hill  v.  Mendenhall,  21  Wall., 
434;  Turner  v.  Johnson,  12  L.  D.,  263;  and  Olark  et  aL  v.  Ervin,  16  L. 
D.,  122. 

Even  if  the  company  could  have  disregarded  the  notice  sent  by 
registered  mail,  it  did  not  elect  to  do  so,  but  appeared  voluntarily,  and 
thereby  gave  the  local  office  full  jurisdiction  over  it  in  the  case^  Your 
office  decision  is  acox)rdingly  reversed,  l^our  office  will  further  con- 
sider the  case  and  make  such  disposition  thereof  as  the  law  and  the 
evidence  may  seem  to  require. 


Pbatsch  bt  al.  17.  Dobbins  bt  al. 

The  application  of  Pratsch  to  intervene  at  the  hearing  ordered  by 
the  departmental  decision  of  May  11, 1897,  24  L.  I).,  426,  and  be  heard 
on  his  amended  settlement  claim,  allowed  by  Acting  Secretary  Ryan 
August  13,  1897. 

PRACTICJE— nEARENQ-PROTEST. 

Foster  v.  Ebbs. 

An  application  for  a  hearing  on  a  protest  should  not  be  granted  if  the  aUegations 
therein  contained  do  not  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  calling  for  the  canceUation 
of  the  entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  16j  1897.  (H.  G.) 

This  is  an  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  Kovember  5, 1896, 
denying  a  hearing  requested  in  the  protest  of  Edwin  D.  Foster  against 
the  commuted  homestead  entry  of  William  B.  Eees,  for  the  KE.  ^  of 
Sec.  25,  T.  19  N.,  E.  2  E.,  Guthrie,  Oklahoma,  land  district. 

On  November  23, 1894,  said  William  13.  Bees  made  homestead  entry 
for  said  tract  and  on  June  6, 1896,  submitted  his  commutation  final 
proof.  Two  days  later,  the  cash  entry  certificate  for  the  tract  was 
issued  to  him. 

On  June  11, 1896,  said  Edwin  D.  Foster  filed  his  affidavit  protesting 
against  said  entry  and  applying  to  contest  the  same.  The  allegations 
which  are  based  wholly  on  information  and  belief,  in  substance  are, 
that  about  three  weeks  before  making  his  final  proof,  Eees,  the  entry- 
man,  sold  and  agreed  in  writing  to  convey  the  land  to  one  William  T. 
Dalton  as  soon  as  the  final  receipt  for  the  tract  was  issued  to  Eees; 
that  the  consideration  for  the  sale  was  t2400.00,  made  up  of  money 
and  town  property  and  probably  also  of  certain  merchandise,  (although 
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in  this  respect  the  affidavit  is  not  clear);  that  four  handred  and  fifteen 
dollars  were  deposited,  of  which  "over^two  hundred  dollars  was  to 
be  paid  to  Eees  upon  his  obtaining  the  final  receipt;  that  when  this 
receipt  was  issued  to  him,  Bees  demanded  of  Dalton  a  fulfillment  of 
the  contract  and  expressed  his  own  readiness  to  comply  with  it;  that 
Dalton,  after  taking  legal  advice,  refused  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract  until  Bees  received  patent  for  the  land;  that  the  following 
day  the  contract  was  modified  so  that  Bees  executed  a  deed  for  the 
traet  and  Dalton  executed  one  for  the  town  property,  and  these  deeds 
were  placed  in  escrow  with  the  contract;  that  Bees  was  then  paid  a 
"certain"  sum  of  money  and  the  entire  contract  was  to  be  fulfilled  on 
receipt  of  the  patent  for  the  land,  and  possession  of  the  property  and 
merchandise  were  then  also  to  be  exchanged;  that  protestant  had  no 
knowledge  of  these  matters  until  two  days  after  the  final  receipt  was 
issued,  when  he  proceeded  to  enter  his  protest. 

He  prays  that  an  inquiry  be  ordered  into  the  facts  set  forth  in  his 
protest,  asks  that  the  final  receipt  and  the  homestead  entry  be  declared 
fraudulent  and  be  set  aside,  and  that  he  may  be  allowed  the  preference 
right  of  entry  to  the  tract. 

In  support  of  this  afiidavit,  wholly  based  upon  information  and 
belief,  is  the  affidavit  of  William  H.  Dysart,  which,  briefly  stated,  is  to 
the  effect  that  about  three  weeks  before  the  final  proof  was  made  by 
Bees,  the  latter  stated  to  the  affiant  that  he.  Bees,  would  soon  have 
plenty  of  money;  that  he  had  sold  his  claim,  meaning  as  affiant  under- 
stood, his  homestead  claim;  that  afterwards  and  two  days  after  the 
final  receipt  was  issued,  affiant  heard  considerable  talk  abont  some 
misunderstanding  between  Bees  and  Dalton  in  regard  to  the  sale  of 
the  homestead  of  the  former  to  the  latter;  that  on  that  day  affiant  had 
a  conversation  with  Bees,  in  which  Bees  informed  him  that  he  had  sold 
and  agreed  to  make  a  deed  by  written  contract  made  a  month  previous; 
that  Dalton  had  deposited  $415.00  as  a  forfeit  on  the  sale,  and  that 
Bees  had  withdrawn  from  that  deposit  $215.00  tx>  pay  for  the  land  and 
the  expenses  of  the  final  proof;  that  Dalton  wanted  Bees  to  do  some- 
thing affiant  "does  not  now  remember  just  what,"  which  Bees  would 
not  do,  and  that  there  were  other  differences  between  Dalton  and  Bees. 
Dysart  further  states  in  his  affidavit  that  it  was  a  notorious  fact  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  tract  that  Bees  had  sold  his  homestead  before  proving 
up  on  it. 

Foster  filed  in  the  local  office  on  June  22, 1890,  a  supplemental  pro- 
test made  on  his  information  and  belief,  which  was  forwarded  to  your 
office,  in  substance  stating  that  Bees  and  Dalton  on  being  informed 
that  it  might  require  from  six  months  to  one  year  to  secure  a  patent  for 
the  land,  in  order  to  provide  for  "  intervening  contingencies"  agreed 
that  Bees,  in  addition  to  the  deeds  placed  in  escrow  by  him,  should, 
with  his  wife,  execute  a  mortgage  upon  the  land  for  six  hundred  dollars, 
and  this  agreement  was  carried  out,  the  mortgage  being  given  tjO 
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secure  the  payment  of  said  sum  on  June  10, 1897,  one  year  after  its 
date,  "  according  to  the  conditions  on  back  of  promissory  note,"  and 
Foster  states,  on  information  and  belief,  that  these  conditions  are  that 
Sees  shall  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  originally  made 
between  him  and  Dalton.  This  additional  protest  further  states  that 
the  parties  actually  knowing  the  facts  detailed  in  both  of  the  protests 
will  not  disclose  them  until  forced  to  do  so  when  appearing  as  wit- 
nesses at  the  hearing  of  the  contest.  A  certified  copy  of  tlie  mortgage 
referred  to  in  the  supplemental  protest  is  attached  to  that  protest  as 
an  exhibit. 

XJl)on  this  showing,  the  decision  of  your  office  is : 

1.  The  exhibit  (the  mortgage)  teifds  to  show  a  transaction  relative  to 
title  to  the  land  since  commutation.  The  entryman  is  not  restrained 
from  seUing  or  mortgaging  the  land  since  he  made  final  entry; 

2.  The  allegations  of  the  plaintiff  tending  to  show  that  the  entry 
was  made  for  fraudulent  or  speculative  purposes  are  not  based  uiK)n 
actual  knowledge,  neither  are  they  properly  corroborated; 

3.  That  the  charges  are  not  sufficient  to  warrant  an  investigation; 
therefore  the  hearing  is  denied. 

Foster  appeals. 

Amotion  is  made  in  behalf  of  Eees  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  various 
grounds,  and  following  this  is  a  supplemental  motion  for  the  same 
purpose,  one  of  the  grounds  therefor  being  that  there  is  no  corroborat- 
ing affidavit  to  the  protest,  as  W.  H.  Dysart,  who  made  the  affidavit 
supporting  the  protest,  filed  his  application  to  withdraw  such  affidavit, 
and  such  application  is  supported  by  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  his 
former  affidavit  is  false  and  untrue. 

In  his  second  affidavit,  Dysart  states:  ^'That  since  the  making  of 
said  affidavit  and  the  filing  of  said  protest,  the  affiant  has  made  dili- 
gent inquiry  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  contents  of  said  affidavit 
and  believes  the  same  to  be  false  in  spirit,  truth  and  fact."  This  second 
affidavit  was  made  February  20, 1897,  and  after  the  decision  of  your 
office  denying  a  hearing. 

It  has  been  held  by  this  Department  that  after  a  hearing  has  been 
directed  on  the  charge  set  forth  in  an  affidavit  of  contest,  the  subse- 
quent retraction  of  the  statements  in  the  corroborating  affidavit  does 
not  warrant  the  General  Land  Office  in  revoking  the  order  for  the 
hearing  under  departmental  direction.  Lowenstein  v,  Orne  (23  L.  D., 
286). 

But  in  the  proceeding  at  bar,  the  revocation  of  the  corroborative 
affidavit  was  made  while  the  application  for  a  hearing  was  still  pend- 
ing, and  it  directly  and  in  strong  terms  disaffirms  the  truth  of  the 
former  affidavit,  and  states  that  it  is  made  after  diligent  inquiry  as  to 
the  truth  or  falsity  thereof;  While  there  is  no  explicit  retraction,  in 
terms,  of  the  statements  imputed  to  Eees,  the  entryman,  in  regard  to 
his  selling  or  agreeing  to  sell  the  tract  held  by  him  under  his  home- 
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stead  cutry,  prior  to  making  his  final  proof,  the  inference  can  not  be 
otherwise  than  that  such  a  retraction  is  made,  as  the  affiant  asks  that 
his  former  affidavit  containing  snch  admission  of  the  entryman  be 
withdrawn.  lie  states  that  he  believes  the  contents  of  the  ox)rrobo- 
rating  affidavit  ''to  be  false  in  spirit,  truth  and  fact,^'  and  it  would 
seem  that  this  sweeping  language  cannot  be  otherwise  construed  than 
as  a  positive  denial  of  the  truth  of  all  of  his  former  statements. 

It  is  probable  that  upon  investigation,  the  witness  became  convinced 
that  not  only  were  the  statements  imputed  by  him  to  Bees  untrue  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  but  that  they  were  misunderstood  by  the  affiant  or 
were  explained  to  his  satisfaction,  and  that  the  generally  accepted 
belief  of  the  community  where  the*  land  lies  that  Hees  had  sold  his 
homestead  before  making  final  proof  therefor,  was  based  either  upon 
mere  rumor  or  groundless  conjecture.  At  any  rate,  the  retraction  must 
be  considered  as  a  positive  denial  of  the  matters  testified  to  in  the  cor- 
roborative affidavit,  and  would  effectually  neutralize  and  dispose  of  the 
statements  of  the  former  affidavit,  if  the  affiant  were  called  as  a  witness 
at  the  hearing. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  with  this  affidavit  withdrawn  the  protest 
and  supplemental  protest  based  entirely  upon  information  and  belief 
are  insufficient  to  secure  an  investigation  of  the  charges  therein  set 
forth.  There  must  be  ^  prima  facie  showing  of  fact  made  in  the  affi- 
davit for  contest  or  in  the  supporting  or  corroborative  affidavit,  or  the 
hearing  may  properly  be  denied.  While  the  affidavit  for  contest,  if 
made  upon  facts  within  the  knowledge  of  the  contestant,  may  be  cor- 
roborated by  witnesses  who  testify  on  information  and  belief,  yet  if  the 
contestant's  allegations  rest  upon  information  and  belief,  they  should 
be  corroborated  by  witnessetj  whose  statements  are  based  upon  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts.    Buckley  v.  Massey  (16  L.  D.,  391). 

As  it  now  appears  tliat  the  statements  of  the  affidavit  sux>porting 
the  protest  are  admitted  to  be  false,  nothing  is  left  to  be  considered  but 
the  original  and  supplemental  protests,  which  are  based  solely  uiK)n 
hearsay,  and  upon  such  a  showing  a  hearing  will  not  be  ordered  by  the 
Department  in  violation  of  its  rules  of  practice  and  its  repeated 
decisions. 

But  a  review  of  the  matters  passed  upon  by  your  office,  aside  from 
any  consideration  of  this  retracting  affidavit,  which  was  filed  thereafter, 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  decision  of  your  office  appealed  from 
is  correct.  The  original  and  supplemental  protests  and  the  supporting 
affidavit  of  Dysart  are  not  sufficient  to  warrant  an  investigation; 
neither  is  the  affidavit  of  Dysart,  corroborative  of  the  charge  made  on 
information  and  belief  in  the  protests. 

Where  final  entry  has  been  ma<le,  the  power  to  grant  a  hearing  rests 
in  the  discretion  of  your  office,  subject  to  appeal  therefrom,  it  is  true, 
but  even  then  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  an  abuse  of 
discretion  is  affirmatively  made  to  appear.  (Myers  t.  Massey  (22  L.D., 
159)  and  Gray  v.  Whitehouse  (15  id.,  352,  351). 
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In  refusing  the  hearing  applied  for  in  this  matter,  it  does  not  affirma- 
tively apx>ear  that  there  was  an  abuse  of  discretion,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  appears  that  the  allegations  of  the  protest  were  not  made 
upon  positive  knowledge,  and  that  the  supporting  affidavit  does  not 
assist  in  making  Sk  prima  facie  showing  based  upon  sworn  facts. 

The  hearing  is  denied  and  the  protests  are  dismissed. 


HOMESTEAB  BNTRX-MARREED  WOMAN* 

Bush  v.  Leonard. 

A  manied  woman  who  is  not  entitled  to  acquire  a  domicile  of  her  own,  separate  and 
apart  firom  that  of  her  husband,  is  not  qualified  to  exercise  the  homestead  right. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  19, 1697.  (J,  L.  McO.) 

On  October  24, 1893,  Charles  Leonard  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
lire,  i  of  the  SW.  i,  the  N.  i  of  the  SB.  i,  and  lot  1,  of  Sec,  20,  T.  20 
!N.,  B.  10  E.,  Ferry  land  district,  Oklahoma  Territory. 

On  Kovember  24, 1893,  Demaris  Bash  presented  her  application  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  lot  1,  the  I^E.  ^  of  the  SW.  ^,  and  the  K.  i 
of  the  SE.  J,  of  Sec.  20,  and  lot  7  in  Sec.  21,  said  township  and  range. 

Her  application  was  rejected  because  of  the  prior  entry  of  Leonard. 
Thereai)on  she  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  prior  settlement^  and. 
on  this  allegation  the  case  went  to  trial  on  June  7, 1895. 

On  June  25,  the  local  officers  rendered  decision,  finding  (1)  that  the 
contestant  was  a  married  woman,  and  therefore  not  qualified  to  make 
entry;  and  (2)  that  both  parties  were  disqualified  because  of  having 
entered  the  Oherokee  Outlet,  on  the  day  of  the  opening,  from  the 
Creek  country  on  the  southern  boundary  of  said  Outlet.  From  their 
decision  both  parties  appealed  to  your  office. 

Your  office,  by  decision  of  December  18, 1895,  held  that  the  parties 
were  not  disqualified  beqause  of  having  entere<l  from  the  Greek  country. 
Furthermore,  ^^that  Mr.  Bush  did  not  abandon  her,  but  that,  on  the 
other  band,  she  abandoned  him" — and  therefore  your  office  dismissed 
the  contest. 

From  this  decision  Mrs.  Bush  has  appealed  to  the  Department. 

Since  the  date  of  the  appeal,  Mr.  Leonard  has  filed  a  relinquishment 
of  his  homestead  entry,  and  so  gone  out  of  the  case. 

Mrs.  Bush  has  filed  a  relinquishment  of  all  her  entry  except  lot  7  in 
Sec.  2L 

This  leaves  the  question  solely  between  Mrs.  Bush  and  the  govern- 
ment as  to  whether  she  is  qualified  to  enter  said  lot  7. 

Your  office  was  correct  in  holding  that  the  fact  of  her  having  made 
the  run  from  the  Greek  country  did  not  disqualify  her  from  acquiring 
laud  in  the  territory.* 
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The  facts  relative  to  the  alleged  abandonmeut  are  set  forth  in  the 
decision  appealed  Irom  as  follows  : 

The  eyidenoe  shows  that  she  was  married  to  Mr.  Bush  in  Indiana,  in  April  of  1882. 
They  resided  in  Indiana  from  the  date  of  said  marriage  np  to  the  first  day  of  March, 
1892.  They  had  in  Indiana  a  permanent  home  comfortably  furnished,  and  Mr.  Bash 
owned  a  farm  of  139  acres.  On  the  said  first  day  of  March,  1892,  Mrs.  Bush  being 
then,  as  she  states,  an  invalid,  they  went  to  Kansas  traveling  for  her  health.  They 
staid  in  Kansas,  at  the  home  of  Mrs.  Bash's  brother,  to  the  27th  day  of  the  same 
month,  when  they  went  with  the  said  brother,  who  removed  at  that  time  to  the 
Indian  Territory.  They  continued  to  stay  with  him  nntil  the  25th  day  of  Jnly,  1892, 
when  Mr.  Bush  returned  to  Indiana.  He  had  frequently  said  to  his  wife,  "We  had 
better  go  home;''  and  she  had  as  often  replied,  ''I  am  not  ready  to  go  yet,  for  my 
health  is  better  here  than  in  Indiana.''  She  declined  to  return  with  him.  Mrs.  Bnah 
remained  with  her  brother  nntil  September  16, 1893,  when  she  made  settlement  upon 
the  land  in  dispute.  About  October  4, 1893,  she  returned  to  the  vicinity  of  the  home 
in  Indiana ;  for  the  purpose,  as  she  states,  of  securing  means  for  making  improve* 
ments  on  the  land.  She  remained  there  about  five  weeks,  and  when  she  retomed 
Mr.  Bush  came  with  her.  She  had  met  him  there,  and  their  relations  had  been 
friendly.  In  addition  to  Mr.  Bush,  a  son,  a  nephew,  and  several  children,  and  per- 
haps one  or  two  other  persons,  went  with  her  to  the  Indian  Territory.  They  went 
as  one  party,  and  rode  in  the  same  car.  On  their  arrival  in  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Bosh 
first  went  with  his  wife  to  the  house  of  her  brother;  from  there  he  went  to  the  claim. 
It  appears  that  he  was  on  the  claim  a  part  of  the  time,  and  at  the  house  of  the  said 
brother  a  portion  of  the  time.  He  seems  to  have  occupied  the  relation  as  a  friend 
or  passing  acquaintance  of  Mrs.  Bush.  He  was  at  her  tent,  and  ate  and  slept  there 
when  he  cared  to.  She  neither  invited  him  to  come,  nor  did  she  tell  him  to  go  away ; 
but  she  said  she  always  treated  him  well.  The  length  of  time  which  he  remained 
is  not  definitely  stated;  but  it  was  not  perhaps  more  than  three  weeks  when  he  went 
again  to  Indiana. 

The  appeal  alleges  that  your  office  decision  was  erroneons,  (1)  becanse 
it  ^^  was  contrary  to  law  and  the  rales  and  regulations  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior;"  (2)  it  ''was  contrary  to  the  evidence  adduced  in 
the  trial."  These  two  allegations  are  not  snfficiently  specific  to  call 
for  consideration. 

In  view  of  Leonard's  relinquishment  of  his  entry,  the  several  allega- 
tions to  the  effect  that  your  office  erred  in  not  holding  his  entry  for 
cancellation  are  immaterial,  and  need  not  be  considered. 

Two  of  the  allegations  specify  errors  in  the  findings  of  facts  by  your 
office,  as  follows: 

6.  In  holding  that  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Bush  was  ready  to  receive  her  in  his  home 
in  Indiana  at  any  time  she  desired  to  go  there; 

7.  In  holding  that  Mrs.  Bush  declined  and  refused  to  live  with  her  husband. 

Mrs.  Bush's  testimony  on  this  point  was  as  follows : 

Q.  He  asked  you  to  go  bacl^f — ^A.  No,  sir — not  when  he  started. 
Q.  Didn't  he  before  he  started? — A.  He  said  we  had  better  go  back. 
Q.  He  tried  to  induce  you  to  go  backf — A.  He  said  we  had  better  go  back— that 
he  was  going  back. 

Q.  You  had  refused  to  gof — ^A.  I  had  told  him  I  didn't  want  to  go. 

Q.  Ton  had  refused  to  gof — A.  Yes,  sir,  I  told  him  I  didn't  think  I  would  go. 

This  was  drawn  from  Mrs.  Bush  reluctantly,  while  she  was  attempting 
to  show  that  her  husband  had  deserted  her;  but  I  think  it  sustains  the 
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statement  made  (in  substance)  by  your  office,  that  she  declined  and 
refused  to  live  with  her  husband,  and  that  his  home  in  Indiana  was 
ready  to  receive  her  at  any  time.  If  he  was  not  ready  to  receive  her 
there  it  was  strange  that  he  should  have  repeatedly  urged  her  to 
accompany  him  thither. 
The  other  allegations  of  error  are  as  follows: 

3d.  The  said  decision  erred  in  not  holding  that  the  contestant  Demaris  Bush  was 
an  abandoned  wife  and  qualified  to  make  homestead  entry. 
4th.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  the  husband  has  the  right  to  ^x 

the  place  of  domicile. 

•  »««•«• 

7th.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  Mrs.  Bush  was  not  qualified  by 

reason  of  being  a  married  woman  to  enter  the  tract  of  land  inyolved  in  this  cause. 

•  «  «  •  «  «  ■» 

11th.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  not  holding  that  Mrs.  Bush  was  the  head  of 
a  family,  and  as  such  was  entitled  to  enter  the  tract  of  land  in  dispute  as  a  qualified 
homestead  entryman. 

The  real  question  involved  is  as  to  whether  the  claimant  here  can  be 
considered  in  the  contemplation  of  the  law  the  head  of  a  family,  and 
therefore  of  the  class  entitled  to  acquire  public  land  under  the  home- 
stead law.  That  the  husband  is  in  law  the  head  of  the  family  will  not 
be  disputed.  As  such  head  of  the  family  it  is  his  duty  to  provide  a 
home,  and  the  home  selected  by  him  is,  in  law,  the  domicile  of  the  family. 
So  long  as  the  husband  provides  a  home  suitable  to  his  condition  in  life 
and  commits  no  act  that  would  entitle  the  wife  to  have  the  marriage 
dissolved,  that  home  remains  her  domicile. 

The  general  rule  laid  down  by  Jacobs  in  his  Law  of  Domicile  (Sect. 
209)  is  as  follows : 

As  a  general  rule,  it  has  been  universally  held  in  all  civilized  countries,  and  in  all 
ages,  i^rhenever  the  subject  of  domicile  h  been  discussed,  that,  upon  marriage,  the 
domicile  of  the  wife  merges  in  that  of  the  husband,  and  continues  to  follow  it  through- 
out all  of  its  changes,  so  long  as  the  marriage  relation  subsists. 

While  this  may  be  accepted  as  the  general  rule,  it  is  settled  by  the 
weight  of  authority  that  there  may  be  conditions  which  would  justify 
the  wife  in  leaving  the  domicile  of  the  husband,  and  authorize  her  to 
establish  a  home  of  her  own.  In  Oheever  v.  Wilson  (9  Wall.,  108),  the 
supreme  court  said : 

It  is  insisted  that  Cheever  never  resided  in  Indiana;  tbat  the  domicile  of  the 
husband  is  the  wife's,  and  that  she  cannot  have  a  different  one  from  his.  The  con- 
verse of  the  latter  proposition  is  so  well  settled  that  it  would  be  idle  to  discuss  it. 
The  rule  is  that  she  may  acquire  a  separate  domicile  whenever  it  is  necessary  or 
proper  that  she  should  do  so.  The  right  springs  j&om  the  necessity  of  its  exercise, 
and  endures  as  long  as  the  necessity  continues. 

The  rule  is  more  fully  stated  in  the  case  of  Barber  v.  Barber  (21 
Howard,  582),  wherein  the  court  used  the  following  language: 

The  general  rale  is,  that  a  voluntary  separation  will  not  give  to  the  wife  a  different 
domiciliation  in  law  from  that  of  her  husband.  But  if  the  husband,  as  is  the  fact 
in  this  case,  abandons  their  domicile  and  his  wife,  to  get  rid  of  all  those  conjugal 
obligations  which  the  marriage  relation  imposes  upon  him,  neither  giving  to  her 
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the  necessaries  nor  the  comforts  suitable  to  their  condition  and  his  fortnne,  and 
reUnqnishes  altogether  his  marital  control  and  protection,  he  yields  up  that  power 
and  authority  over  her  which  alone  makes  his  domicile  hers. 

A  married  woman  who  is  thus  entitled  to  establish  a  domicile  of  her 
own  separate  and  apart  from  that  of  her  hnsband  is  held  by  this  De- 
partment, and  properly  so,  to  be  authorized,  if  otherwise  duly  qualified, 
to  acquire  a  homestead  upon  the  public  domain. 

Since,  however,  the  presumption  of  law  is  against  the  right  of  a 
married  woman  to  make  homestead  entry  one  claiming  such  right  must 
show  such  facts  as  clearly  establish  her  claim.  Mrs.  Bush  has  not  done 
that  in  this  case.  She  has  shown  no  misconduct  upon  the  part  of  ber 
husband,  no  desire  upon  biu  part  to  sever  the  conjugal  relation,  no 
failure  to  provide  her  with  all  the  comforts  of  life,  if  she  would  only 
return  to  their  common  home.  Great  stress  is  laid,  in  argument,  uxM)n 
the  fact  that  Mrs.  Bush  had  with  her  a  minor  grandchild  dependent 
upon  her  for  support,  it  being  claimed  that  by  reason  of  this  fact  she 
was  the  head  of  a  family,  and  tberefore  entitled  to  make  homestead 
entry.  In  support  of  this  contention,  the  case  of  Newell  v.  Petefish 
(20  L.  D.,  233),  is  cited.  In  that  case  an  unmarried  woman  under 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  who  had  legally  adopted  a  child,  wsvs  held  to 
be  the  head  of  the  family,  and  therefore,  as  such,  entitled  to  make 
homestead  entry.  In  that  case  the  applicant  was  at  full  liberty  to 
establish  her  domicile  wherever  she  might  see  fit,  while  here  the  claim- 
ant had,  by  her  marriage,  made  the  domicile  of  her  husband  hers,  and 
might  desert  it  only  under  conditions  which  would  justify  her  in  such 
action  under  the  rules  laid  down  by  the  courts  hereinbefore  referred  to. 
The  cases  are  not  parallel. 

The  conclusion  reached  in  the  decision  appealed  from  is  correct,  and 
said  decision  is  hereby  afQrmed. 


H0M£ST£AI>~8JB:C0XD  entbt. 

James  J.  Kubal. 

The  right  to  make  a  seoond  homestead  entry  may  be  properl}*^  recognized  where  the 
first,  in  good  faith,  was  abandoned  on  account  of  poison  ivy  growing  on  the 
land,  and  the  claimant's  susceptibility  to  poisoning  tberefroni. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  19, 1897.  (J.  L.  McC.) 

James  J.  Kubal,  on  June  24,  1895,  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
SW.Jof  Sec.  14,  T.9G,  R.  62,  Mitchell  land  district,  South  Dakota. 

On  August  28, 1895,  he  made  application  to  be  allowed  to  amend 
said  entry,  by  entering  in  lieu  of  the  land  covered  thereby,  the  NE.  ^  of 
Sec.  25,  T.  97,  K.  ^^06,"  same  land  district — at  the  same  time  relinquish- 
ing his  homestead  entry  made  June  24th  preceding. 

Subsequently  he  discovered  that  the  land  which  he  had  intended  to 
take  in  lieu  of  that  entered  on  the  24th  of  June  had  been  erroneously 
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described  in  his  application  of  Angnst  28th,  and  he  made  another 
application  to  enter — this  time  correctly  describing  said  land  as  the 
HVL  i  of  Sec.  29,  T.  97,  R.  "  GS.'^ 

To  his  application  for  a  correction  of  the  description  of  the  land  he 
intended  to  enter,  so  as  to  correspond  with  the  faets,  there  wonld 
appear  to  be  no  objection.  His  application,  however,  to  be  allowed  to 
change  his  actual  location  i¥om  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  96  K,  B.  62 
W.,  to  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  29,  T.  97  N.,  R.  66  W.,  presents  a  question  of 
greater  difficulty,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not,  as  his  attorney  calls  it,  a  mere 
matter  of  amendment,  but  is  in  fact  an  application  to  make  a  second 
entry.  Yonr  office  decision  of  February  8, 1896,  denies  said  applica- 
tion, holding  that  the  showing  made  by  him  is  not  sufficient  to  justify 
the  allowance  of  a  second  entry.  From  said  decision  Kubal  has 
appealed  to  the  Department. 

Knbal  and  his  family — consisting  of  his  wife  and  five  children — took 
up  their  residence  on  said  land  in  Sec.  29,  September,  1895,  and  have 
resided  thereon  ever  since.  His  application  to  make  entry  thereof  is 
accompanied  by  and  based  upon  an  affidavit  setting  forth,  in  sub- 
stance, that  there  is  a  creek-bed  running  through  thejbract  first  settled 
upon  in  Sec.  14,  wherein  grows  in  profusion  a  plant  commonly  known 
as  poison  ivy;  that  affiant  is  very  susceptible  to  this  poison — so  much 
so  that  in  passing  over  the  ground  where  it  grows  the  poison  attaches 
to  his  body  and  prostrates  him;  that  he  ^^has  been  under  treatment 
for  injury  resulting  from  this  poison  ivy  for  about  three  weeks";  that 
his  physician  advised  him  that  he  could  not  live  on  the  land  in  Sec.  14, 
on  account  of  said  poison  ivy;  affiant  immediately  settled  upon  the 
tract  to  which  he  applied  to  amend,  and  has  since  placed  the  following 
improvements  thereon: 

built  a  hoase  twenty  by  thirty,  nine  feet  high ;  a  barn  fourteen  by  twenty-eifi^ht,  twelve 
feet  high;  completed  a  good  well;  ....  that  he  could  not  live  on  the  land  he 
took  as  a  homestead  in  Jane,  1895 ;  .  .  .  .  that  he  did  not  sell  his  improvements  on 
same  to  any  one,  nor  receiye  a  cent  for  relinquishing  his  rights  to  same  from  any 
source;  ....  that  he  has  now  expended  all  his  money  and  much  time  by  way  of 
improvements,  which  will  be  worthless  unless  he  is  allowed  to  amend  to  this  tract. 

Eubal  files  the  certificate,  under  oath,  of  his  physician,  0.  Vernon 
Fox,  who  states  that  he  has  had  said  Kubal  under  his  treatment  for 
poisoning  by  poison  ivy, 

which  grows  in  profusion  npon  his  claim,  the  SW.  ^,  14-96-62;  that  said  Kubal  is  so 
susceptible  to  this  poison  that  he  can  not  live  upon  this  land,  and  I  advise  him  to 
have  his  filing  changed  to  some  other  part  of  the  reservation,  where  this  plant  does 
not  grow.    He  can  not  recover  from  the  poisoning  so  long  as  he  remains  on  this  land. 

It  is  fair  to  assume  that  Kubal  was  influenced  in  his  action  by  this 
advice  of  his  physician  and  to  that  extent  acted  in  good  faith.  In  a 
letter  to  your  office,  dated  Kovember  12,  1896,  the  register  of  the 
Mitchell  land  office  says: 

I  fully  believe  that  said  applicant  James  J.  Kubal  has  acted  in  good  faith;  that 
he  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  this  land,  upon  which  he  has  been  actually  residing 
since  September,  1885,  and  npon  which  he  has  made  valuable  improvements.    Un- 
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donbtedly  Eabal  received  and  followed  erroneons  advice  in  this  matter.  It  appears 
that  the  main  obstacle  to  the  restoration  of  his  homestead  right  is  the  fact  that  ho 
relinquished  his  homestead  entry  No.  30,193,  for  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  96,  B.  62. 
Relative  to  this  I  desire  to  call  yonr  attention  to  the  fact  that  said  relinquish- 
ment was  filed  in  this  office  August  28,  1895,  at  9:25  a.  m.,  and  that  said  tract 
remained  vacant  until  November  15,  1895,  when  George  Bermann  made  homestead 
entry  No.  30,384  for  said  tract;  this  leads  me  to  believe  that  Eubal  did  not  receive 
any  consideration  when  he  relinquished.  I  firmly  believe  this  is  one  of  those  casea 
where  the  equity  power  vested  in  the  land  department  should  be  invoked  and  used 
in  behalf  of  the  petitioner. 

It  may  be  worthy  of  notice  that  Kubal  is  not  asking  the  United 
States  to  donate  to  him  the  land  he  now  applies  for,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  general  homestead  law  (although  he  must  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  that  law  as  to  residence,  cultivation  and  improvement) ; 
but  he  is  to  pay  for  said  land,  at  the  rate  of  three  dollars  and  seventy- 
five  cents  per  acre,  under  the  special  provisions  of  the  12th  section  of 
the  Indian  appropriation  act  of  August  15,  1894  (28  Stat.,  286-319). 

The  question  in  issue  is,  whether  it  would  be  a  violation  of  any  law 
for  the  United  States  to  sell  to  him,  under  the  circumstances  hereinbe- 
fore set  forth,  the  laud  he  now  applies  to  purchase! 

The  law  bearing  upon  this  question  is  found  in  section  2289  B.  S., 
which  provides  that, 

every  person  ....  shall  be  entitled  to  enter  one  quarter-section  or  a  less  quantity 
of  unappropriated  public  lands ; 

and  section  2298,  which  says: 

No  person  shall  be  permitted  to  acquire  title  to  more  than  one  quarter  section  under 
the  provisions  of  this  chapter. 

In  order  to  prevent  persons  from  making  entry  of  land,  holding  it 
for  speculative  purposes,  selling  their  rights,  and  making  another  entry, 
the  regulations  of  the  land  department  have  provided  not  only  that  a 
person  shall  not  <^  acquire  title"  to  more  than  one  quarter  section,  but 
that  he  shall  not  make  more  than  one  entry — even  though  under  his 
first  entry  he  may  not  "acquire  title." 

The  Department  held,  in  the  case  of  Edward  0.  Davis  (8  L.  D.,  507, 
syllabus,)  that 

a  second  entry  may  be  allowed  where  the  first  covered  land  that  is  not  habitable, 
and  tlie  reasons  therefor  were  not  discoverable,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence, 
at  the  time  of  making  entry. 

In  the  case  of  William  E.  Jones  it  held  (9  L.  D.,  207) : 

A  second  homestead  is  permissible,  where  the  first  is  made  In  good  faith,  bnt  the 
land  covered  thereby  is  not  inhabitable  on  account  of  the  non-potable  character  of 
the  water  obtained  thereon. 

See  also  the  cases  of  Charles  F.  Babcock  (9  L.  D.,  333) ;  and  Lewis 
Wilson  (21  L.  D.,  390). 

The  case  under  consideration  is  not  in  all  respects  similar  to  those 
above  cited;  but  these  decisions  serve  to  show  the  extent  to  which  the 
Department  has  gone  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  in  the  matt^  of 
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allowing  second  entries,  which  discretion  it  will  exercise  as  circum- 
stances require,  in  the  interests  of  justice  and  equity.  Kubal  has 
relinquished  his  first  entry,  in  pursuance  of  what  he  believed  to  be  good 
advice,  and  the  land  embraced  therein  has  been  entered  by  another 
person.  If  his  application  to  make  a  second  entry  is  rejected^  he  can- 
not be  reinstated  in  his  first  entry,  and  the  improvements  he  has  made 
upon  both,  in  making  which  he  has  expended  all  his  earnings  during 
his  lifetime,  will  be  lost,  leaving  him  in  penury.  There  is  no  adverse 
claim  to  the  tract  which  he  desires  to  enter.  In  my  opinion,  in  view  of 
the  manifest  good  faith  of  Kubal,  and  of  the  fact  that  he  received  no 
benefit  from  his  first  entry,  it  will  be  no  violation  of  the  homestead 
law  to  permit  him  to  make  a  second  entry  as  prayed  for  in  his  petition, 
and  I  so  direct. 
The  decision  of  your  oflBce  is  reversed. 


HOMESTEAD-SETTLEMENT  CLAIM. 

Hall  v.  Smithson. 

The  right  of  a  person,  who  is  residing  upon  a  tract  of  land  nnder  the  mistaken  belief 
that  hiB  title  thereto  is  complete  under  a  prior  patent,  to  enter  said  tract  on  the 
relinqnishment  of  a  record  entry  thereof,  is  superior  to,  and  will  defeat  an  inter- 
vening soldier's  additional  homestead  entry,  made  with  knowledge  of  the 
adverse  claim. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  19j  1897.  (0.  J.  G.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  August  Hensgen,  assignee  of  Wil- 
liam M.  Smithson,  from  your  office  decision  of  March  31, 1896,  holding 
for  cancel  lation  the  tatter's  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  for  lot 
3,  Sec  23,  T.  1  S.,  E.  1  W.,  Salt  Lake  City  land  district,  Utah,  and 
allowing  John  Hall  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  tract. 

The  facts  in  this  case  and  the  law  applicable  thereto  are  sufficiently 
stated  in  your  said  office  decision;  and  for  that  reason  it  will  not  be 
necessary  to  repeat  the  full  history  of  the  case. 

The  records  of  your  office  show  that  the  plat  of  survey  of  said  town- 
ship was  filed  in  the  local  office  July  10,  1869^  and  that  lot  3  remained 
undisposed  of  and  subject  to  entry  until  January  24, 1894,  when  one 
Genevieve  M.  Bartlett  made  homestead  entry  therefor.  Bartlett  relin- 
quished her  said  entry  July  20, 1894.  On  the  latter  date  a  soldier's 
additional  homestead  entry,  in  the  name  of  William  M.  Smithson,  was 
made  for  said  lot  3,  and  final  certificate  was  issued  on  the  same  day. 

On  August  7, 1894,  John  Hall  filed  an  application  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  the  land  in  controversy,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  office 
on  the  ground  that  said  land  was  embraced  in  Smithson's  entry.  Hall 
appealed  from  the  rejection  of  his  application  and  asked  for  a  hearing, 
which  was  finally  had  on  June  12, 1895. 


136  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

It  appears  that  John  Hall  purchased  a  tract  of  land  which  was 
thought  to  include  lot  3  from  parties  who  supposed  they  had  title 
thereto  under  a  United  States*patent  granted  to  one  Lees  in  1872.  The 
testimony  adduced  at  the  hearing  shows  that  Hall  had  resided  on  said 
land  more  than  five  years;  that  he  had  been  in  possession  and  culti- 
vated it  for  more  than  seven  years;  that  he  has  brought  the  land  under 
a  high  state  of  cultivation,  and  has  improvements  thereon  of  the  value 
of  $2,000;  and  that  said  land  <<was  all  inclosed, occupied  and  improved" 
by  him  at  the  date  of  Smithson's  entry. 

It  is  true  that  the  land  was  subject  to  entry  prior  to  fiartlett's  filing 
and  relinquishment,  but  under  the  mistaken  belief  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  be  purchased  included  lot  3,  Hall's  failure  to  make 
earlier  application  to  enter  was  justifiable  and  excusable.  Under  the 
peculiar  circumstances  and  in  the  absence  of  any  bad  faith  on  the  part 
of  Hall  it  must  be  held  that  his  rights  immediately  attached  upon  the 
filing  of  Bartlett's  relinquishment,  and  were  superior  to  any  rights 
secured  by  the  filing  and  allowance  of  the  soldier's  additional  home- 
stead entry.  It  appears  that  Hall  did  not  know  of  Bartlett's  entry, 
nor  that  the  land  was  subject  to  an  adverse  claim;  consequently  he 
relied  implicitly  upon  what  was  regarded  as  a  complete  chain  of  title. 
Upon  discovery  of  the  mistake,  not  of  his  own  making,  he  exercised 
due  diligence  in  applying  to  enter,  his  application  having  been  pre- 
sented in  eighteen  days  after  the  cancellation  of  Bartlett's  entry. 

Smithson's  assignee  testified  that  he  was  on  the  land  in  question  prior 
to  July  20, 1894,  and  admits  that  lie  saw  improvements  at  that  time. 
He  would  not  acknowledge  that  said  improvements  were  owned  by 
Hall.  He  did  acknowledge,  however,  that  at  the  time  of  making 
entry,  he  knew  of  the  deed  which  purported  to  convey  the  land  to 
Hall.  In  view  of  this  showing,  even  if  the  latter  were  not  protected 
under  his  settlement  rights,  the  Department  would  be  justified  in  can- 
celing the  soldiers  additional  homestead  entry. 

In  Sector  v.  Gibbon  (111  U.  S.,  276),  the  supreme  court,  speaking  of 
the  system  of  public  land  laws,  says: 

Its  aim  has  been  to  protect  those  who  in  good  faith  have  settled  npon  public  land 
and  made  improvements  thereon,  and  not  those  who  by  violence  or  fraud  or 
breaches  of  contract  have  intruded  upon  the  possessions  of  original  settlers  and 
endeavored  to  appropriate  the  benefit  of  their  labors.  There  has  been  in  this 
respect  in  the  whole  legislation  of  the  country  a  consistent  observance  of  the  roles 
of  natural  right  and  Justice. 

In  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (4  L.  D.,  158),  it  was  said  (syllabus) : 

The  wrongful  act  of  an  entry  man,  whereby  the  settlement  rights  of  another 
claimant  for  the  same  tract,  were  not  protected  by  filing  or  entry,  will  not  be 
aUowed,  to  inure  to  the  benefit  of  such  entryman. 

While  it  may  be  urged  that  Hall  was  not  an  actual  settler  on  this 
land  within  the  strict  definition  of  that  term,  yet  the  equities  apparent 
in  this  case  will  not  permit  said  land  to  be  lost  to  Hall  through  such  a 
technicality. 

Your  office  decision  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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HOM£STEAI>  COTTTEST-AUEl^ATIOK. 

DiTTMBB  t?.  Wolfe. 

The  8ftl6  of  land  after  the  submission  of  final  proof,  but  prior  to  the  issuance  of  final 
certificate,  will  not  defeat  the  right  to  a  patent  under  the  homestead  la vr^  if  the 
record  shows  due  compliance  with  law. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  19y  1897.  (O.  W.  P.) 

On  November  19,  1890,  William  F.  Wolfe  made  homestead  entry, 
'So.  201,  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  12  N.,  B.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  land  dis- 
trict, Oklahoma  Territory,  and  on  January  12, 1894,  submitted  commu- 
tation final  proof,  and,  as  alleged  by  bis  counsel  in  his  brief  on  appeal 
to  your  office,  tendered  full  payment  therefor,  but  it  appears  from  the 
certificate  of  the  receiver  attached  to  plaintiff's  appeal  that  no  mouey 
was  received  by  him  in  payment  for  the  land.  Final  proof  was  sus- 
pended by  the  local  officers,  on  account  of  a  then  pending  contest, 
and  to  allow  time  to  furnish  proof  of  publication  and  the  duplicate 
receipt. 

On  November  7,  1894,  Lois  Dittmer  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest, 
alleging  that  Wolfe 

made  said  homestead  entry,  No.  201,  for  said  tract  in  fraud  and  violation  of  law,  in 
this,  that  said  tract  was  entered  not  exclasively  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  bnt 
collasiyely  and  in  the  interest  of  one  David  A.  Harvey ;  and  that  he  has  sold  several 
tracts  of  land. 

On  August  24, 1895,  she  filed,  an  amended  affidavit  of  contest,  mak- 
ing the  charges  more  specific.  The  amended  affidavit  charges  that 
Wolfe,  prior  to  the  19th  day  of  November,  1890,  entered  into  a  contract 
with  one  David  A.  Harvey,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  said  Har- 
vey would  relinquish  his  homestead  entry  for  the  said  land,  and  that 
the  defendant  would  make  homestead  entry  of  the  same,  and,  upon 
Wolfe's  receiving  final  receipt  and  the  patent  therefor,  the  tract  of 
land  should  be  divided  between  said  Harvey  and  Wolfe,  and  that,  in 
pursuance  of  said  agreement,  Wolfe  made  homestead  entry,  No.  301, 
for  the  land,  and  is  holding  the  same,  not  for  his  exclusive  use  and 
benefit,  bnt  for  the  future  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Harvey.  It 
further  charges  that  Wolfe  entered  into  a  contract  of  sale  with  the 
Jackson  Plow  Company,  prior  to  the  submission  of  final  proof,  and 
that  his  final  proof  was  to  be  made,  in  order  that  he  could  convey  the 
land  ix)  the  Jackson  Plow  Company  in  pursuance  of  his  contract;  that 
Wolfe  also  entered  into  a  contract  to  convey  a  parcel  of  the  land  to 
James  Wyatt,  D.  N.  Biddle,  and  J.  B.  Wilson,  respectively,  as  soon  as 
he  obtained  title  to  the  land,  and  that  said  contracts  were  made  fraud- 
ulently and  prior  to  the  submission  of  Wolfe's  evidence  for  final  proof, 
and  that  said  Wyatt,  Biddle  and  Wilson  have,  in  pursuance  of  said 
contracts,  built  residences  and  made  other  improvements  upon  the 
tract  of  land  in  dispute  and  are  using  the  same  for  residence  purposes. 
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A  hearing  was  had.  After  Lois  Dittmer  had  sabmitted  her  testi- 
mony, Wolfe  demurred  to  the  evidence,  and  the  local  officers,  on  October 
9, 1894,  rendered  a  decision  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  On  appeal,  your 
office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers.  The  contestant  api>eal8 
to  the  Department. 

From  the  record  in  the  case,  it  appears  that  Harvey  and  Wolfe  are 
brothers-in-law;  that  on  April  30, 1889,  Harvey  made  homestead  entry 
of  the  land  in  controversy,  but  relinqaished  his  entry  on  November  19, 
1890,  when  the  land  was  immediately  entered  by  Wolfe;  and  that  when 
Wolfe  submitted  his  final  proof,  there  was  pending  against  his  entry  a 
contest  by  Annabella  Owens,  which  has  since  been  disposed  of. 

The  charge  that  Wolfe  made  his  homestead  entry  in  the  interest  of 
David  A.  Harvey  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence.  There  were  four 
witnesses  examined  by  the  contestant  to  prove  this  charge.  Samuel 
H.  Kadabaugh  testified  to  several  conversations  with  Harvey,  in 
which  Harvey  stated  that  he  had  an  interest  in  the  land  and  wanted 
to  fix  the  matter  up,  so  that  he  could  get  his  interest  out.  On  cross- 
examination,  he  said  that  in  his  last  conversation  with  Harvey,  Harvey 
said  that  ''Wolfe  owed  him  and  he  wanted  to  get  it  fixed  up."  To  the 
question:  ''That  is  all  he  said  about  his  interests  he  replied,  "That  is 
about  all  he  said."  Mrs.  Shoda  Badabaugh,  the  wife  of  Samuel  H. 
Badabaugh,  testified  to  a  conversation  with  Harvey  in  January,  1894, 
in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  an  interest  in  the  land  in  controversy, 
and  that  he  did  not  care  what  Mr.  Badabaugh  and  Mr.  Wolfe  did.  On 
cross-examination,  she  testified  that  Mr.  Harvey  did  not  say  what  kind 
of  interest  he  had;  "he  said  he  had  an  interest." 

Mrs.  Mary  Gross,  a  daughter  of  the  Badabaughs,  testified  that  she 
heard  the  conversation  testified  to  by  her  mother.  On  cross-examina- 
tion, interrogated  as  to  what  kind  of  interest  Harvey  stated  he  had  in 
the  land,  she  said:  "He  just  said  he  had  an  interest — didn't  say  what 
kind  of  an  interest  that  I  remember  anything  of." 

John  Burton  testified  that  he  was  an  attorney  at  law;  that  he  had 
several  interviews  with  Harvey  in  regard  to  Annabella  Owens's  con- 
test; that  he  wanted  witness  to  get  Miss  Owens's  contest  dismissed. 
To  the  question,  "At  the  time  that  Mr.  Harvey  and  you  had  the  conver- 
sation with  reference  to  getting  the  contest  dismissed,  did  Mr.  Harvey 
say  anything  to  you  as  to  why  he  was  so  anxious  to  get  the  contest 
dismissed Y"  he  replied:  "It  does  not  come  to  my  memory  just  now. 
He  said  this:  I  will  say  what  he  did  say  on  that  point.  He  said  that 
there  was  nothing  in  this  Owens  contest;  that  he  had  sold  the  claim 
himself  to  Wolfe  for  some  $3000  or  $4000,  and  that  Wolfe  had  paid 
him  $300  or  $500,  don't  remember  exactly  what  it  was,  and  had  given 
him  his  note  for  some  $2500,  or  something  like  that,  as  payment  for  the 
balance  of  the  money  for  that  relinquishment." 

It  is  obvious  that,  even  if  Wolfe  were  bound  by  the  declarations  of 
Harvey,  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses  is  very  far  from  establishing 
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the  charge  that  Wolfe's  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  of  Harvey,  or 
that  there  was  an  agreement  between  Wolfe  and  Harvey,  that  Harvey 
should  have  half  the  land  in  dispnte* 

Upon  the  charge  that  Wolfe  had  agreed  to  sell  several  pieces  of  the 
land  before  final  proof,  the  evidence  shows  that  J.  B.  Wilson,  about 
November  15, 1894,  bought  from  Wolfe  an  acre  and  a  half  of  the  land; 
that  James  L.  Wyatt,  in  July,  1894,  bought  five  or  six  acres,  and  W. 
K.  Riddle,  August  13, 1894,  bought  '^  about  two  blocks,  when  it  is  laid 
out."  A.  F.  Jackson,  in  the  latter  part  of  January,  1894,  bought  five 
acres  for  the  Jackson  Plow  Company.  The  testimony  shows  that  all 
these  sales  were  made  after  Wolfe  submitted  his  final  proof. 

It  is  held  by  the  Department  that  the  sale  of  land  after  final  proof, 
but  prior  to  the  issuance  of  final  certificate  will  not  defeat  the  right  to 
patent,  when  the  rex^ord  shows  due  compliance  with  law. 

In  the  case  of  Charles  Lehman  (8  L.  D.,  486),  it  was  held  that  when 
a  person  has  in  fact  complied  with  the  law  up  to  the  time  of  making 
proof,  and  can,  at  that  time,  truthfully  make  the  requisite  final  affidavit, 
a  sale  thereafter,  without  such  affidavit  having  been  made,  and  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  final  certificate,  will  not  of  necessity  defeat  the  right 
to  a  patent. 

In  the  case  of  Magalia  Gold  Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson,  6  L.  D., 
218,  it  is  said : 

While  it  is  true  that  the  final  certificate  was  not  isBaed,  yet  the  final  proof  showed 
that  the  entryman  had  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law,  and 
I  see  no  reason  why  the  final  papers  may  not  issue  and  the  entry  pass  to  patent. 

In  Orr  v.  Breach,  7  L.  D,,  292,  Breach  made  final  proof  on  May  12, 1882, 
and  on  May  24, 1882,  conveyed  the  land  to  one  Cheney.  On  January  20, 
1883,  the  local  officers  accepted  payment  and  issued  final  certificate  and 
receipt  as  of  that  date.  Subsequently  A.  F.  Orr  charged  that  the  entry 
of  Breach  was  fraudulent,  in  that  he  had  conveyed  the  land  to  one 
Cheney  on  May  24, 1882.    The  Department  said: 

In  the  case  of  the  Magalia  Gold  Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson  (6  L.  D.,  218);  the 
Department  held  that  where  the  final  proof  shows  compliance  with  law  the  patent 
may  issue,  although  the  land  was  sold  prior  to  the  issuance  of  final  certificate.  The 
ruling  in  that  case  is  fully  applicable  to  the  facts  presented  by  the  record  herein. 
Before  Breach  sold  the  land  he  had  done  everything  that  the  law  required  and  had 
made  due  proof  of  such  compliance  and  was  therefore  entitled  nnder  the  law  to 
patent  for  the  land.  Although  the  legal  title  yet  remained  in  the  United  States  the 
equitable  title  was  in  him. 

See  also  the  case  of  Eberhard  Qaerbach,  10  L.  D.,  142,  and  the  case 
of  Gibbs  V.  Bump,  17  L.  D.,  366. 

Upon  the  anthority  of  these  cases,  I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached 
by  yon  that  ihe  sale  of  portions  of  the  land  in  controversy,  as  shown 
by  the  evidence,  was  not  in  violation  of  law,  or  evidence  of  bad  faith  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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8ITBVEY  OF  FOREST    RESERVATIONS-ACT  OF  JUNE  4,  1897. 

Instructions. 

In  carrying  ont  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  4, 1897,  with  respect  to  the  snryey 
of  forest  reservations,  the  phrase  ''pablic  lands  adjacent  thereto/' shonld  be 
construed  to  mean  townships,  eitlier  fractional  or  entire^  actually  adjoining  such 
reservations. 

Departmental  instructions  of  Jane  30^.1897,  herein,  withdrawn. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  July  2,  1897.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  Department  is  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  June  22, 1897, 
asking  to  be  advised  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  phrase,  ''and 
including  public  lands  adjacent  thereto,''  as  used  in  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  June  4,  1897,  entitled  ''An  act  making  appropriations  for 
sundry  civil  expenses  of  the  government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  thirtieth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." 

Said  act  appropriates: 

For  the  survey  of  the  public  lands  that  have  been  or  may  hereafter  be  designated 
as  forest  reserves  by  executive  proclamation,  under  section  twenty-four  of  the  act 
of  Congress  approved  March  third,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-one,  entitled  "An 
Act  to  repeal  timber-cultnre  laws,  and  for  other  purposes,''  and  including  public 
lands  adjacent  thereto,  which  may  be  designated  for  survey  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  one  hnndred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars,  to  be  immediately  available. 

The  act  further  provides  that: 

The  surveys  herein  provided  for  shall  be  made,  under  the  supervision  of  the  Direotor 
'  of  the  Geological  Survey,  by  such  person  or  persons  as  may  be  employed  by  or  under 
him  for  that  purpose,  and  shall  be  executed  under  instructions  issued  by  th«  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior. 

As  the  surveys  of  these  timber  reservations  are  to  be  made  under 
the  sui)ervision  of  the  Director  of  the  Geological  Survey,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  a  determination  be  reached  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  words 
"public  lands  adjacent  thereto,"  in  order  to  prevent  conflict  between 
such  surveys  and  those  made  under  the  immediate  supervision  of  the 
surveyors- general. 

It  is  suggested  by  your  ofiQce  that  the  surveyors-general  be  allowed 
to  contract  for  surveys  in  all  townships  which  do  not  actually  adjoin 
the  forest  reservations.  This  would  leave  one  tier  or  range  of  town- 
ships or  fractional  townships  (as  the  case  might  be,  according  to  the 
order  setting  apart  the  reservations)  over  which  any  necessary  surveys 
may  be  extended  under  the  supervision  of  the  Director  of  the  Geo- 
logical Survey  as  "  lands  adjacent  thereto,"  while  all  other  lands  would 
be  subject  to  survey  under  the  regular  appropriation,  and  the  super- 
vision  of  the  surveyors-general. 

The  suggestion  seems  to  be  a  good  one.  The  public  surveys  are  gen- 
erally made  by  townships  and  this  was  known  to  Congress,  so  it  may 
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well  be  held  that,  recognizing  the  existing  system  it  was  not  intended 
that  the  survey  of  any  given  township  should  be  divided  and  that  any 
township,  whether  fractional  or  entire,  adjoining  any  such  reservation 
constitutes  ^<  lands  adjacent  thereto  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
This  is  in  place  of  departmental  letter  of  the  30th  ult.  upon  this  sub- 
ject, which  is  hereby  withdrawn. 


ABANDONISD    MILITARY  RESERVATION-FORT   RANDALL. 

Instructions. 

A8si8tant  Commissioner  Best  to  the  Register  and  Receiver,  OPNeill^ 

Nehraslcaj  August  18, 1897, 

The  appraisal  of  that  portion  of  the  lands  in  the  Fort  Eahdall 
abandoned  military  reservation  in  Nebraska,  has  been  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1893  (27  Stat.,  556),  provides  that  the  State  of 
Nebraska  may  select  as  school  indemnity  within  one  year  from  the  filing 
of  the  plats  of  survey  of  the  reservation  in  the  local  office,  the  odd  num- 
bered sections  in  that  portion  of  the  Fort  Eaiidall  reservation  lying 
within  said  State,  and  that  the  even  numbered  sections,  and  all  of  the 
odd  numbered  sections  not  selected  by  the  State,  in  said  reservation, 
shall  be  opened  to  settlement  under  the  homestead  law  only,  after  the 
lands  so  to  be  opened  have  been  appraised  by  a  commission  of  three 
disinterested  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  be  appointed  by  the  Secre- 
t'ary  of  the  Interior,  and  that 

persons  who  may  take  snch  lands  under  the  homestead  laws,  shall  pay  for  sach  lauds 
in  three  equal  installments,  at  times  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and 
they  shall  also  comply  with  all  provisions  of  the  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States. 

According  to  your  letter  of  Kovember  27, 1896,  the  triplicate  plats  of 
survey  of  the  lands  in  question,  were  filed  in  your  ofiice  on  that  date. 
Hence,  the  period  within  which  the  State  of  !N^ebraska  may  make  selec- 
tion of  the  odd  numbered  sections,  under  the  law  referred  to,  will  not 
expire  prior  to  November  27, 1897. 

Under  the  terms  of  said  act  of  March  3, 1893,  the  even  numbered 
sections  on  this  portion  of  said  reservation,  and  such  of  the  odd  num- 
bered sections  as  may  not  be  selected  by  the  State  within  the  time 
prescribed,  were  opened  to  settlement  under  the  homestead  law  only. 
As  said  lands  have  been  surveyed  and  appraised,  and  the  appraisal 
approved,  you  are  hereby  directed  to  allow  homestead  entries  to  go  to 
record  for  lands  in  the  said  even  numbered  sections,  but  you  will,  tinder 
no  circumstances  J  allow  entries  to  go  to  record  for  any  of  the  lands  in  the 
odd  numbered  sections  on  this  reservation  until  further  orders. 

In  allowing  entries  for  the  lands  in  this  reservation,  under  said  law, 
you  will  in  each  case  endorse  on  the  application  <^Fort  Eandall  Eeser- 
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vatiouy  Act  of  Mar.  3,  1893 '',  and  make  the  same  notation  on  your 
abstract  of  homestead  entries. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  homestead  law  an  entryman  has  the  right 
either  to  commute  his  entiy  after  fourteen  mouths  firom  the  date  of  settle- 
ment, or  offer  final  proof  under  Sec.  2291  li.  S. 

The  said  act  of  March  3, 1893,  permits  payment  for  the  land  entered 
to  be  made  in  three  equal  iuBtallments,  but  does  not  prohibit  foil  pay- 
ment in  cash  for  said  land  after  compliance  with  all  requirements  of 
the  homestead  law.  Therefore^  in  entries  under  said  act,  the  entryman 
may,  at  his  option,  commute  after  fourteen  months  with  full  payment 
in  cash,  or,  after  submitting  ordinary  five  year  final  proof  and  after  its 
acceptance,  he  may  pay  for  the  land  the  full  amount  of  the  appraised 
value  thereof,  or  he  may  make  payment  in  three  equal  annual  install- 
ments, the  first  payment  to  be  made  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance  of 
his  final  proof,  and  the  subsequent  payments  annually  thereafter,  with- 
out interest,  the  said  law  making  no  provision  for  the  payment  of 
interest. 

In  case  the  ftill  amount  is  paid  after  fourteen  months  from  date  of 
settlement  you  will,  if  the  proof  is  satisfactory,  issue  cash  certificate 
and  receipt;  and,  in  the  event  that  regular  final  proof  is  made,  and  the 
full  amount  then  paid,  you  will  issue  final  certificate  and  receipt;  but 
when  partial  payments  are  made  the  receiver  will  issue  a  receipt  only 
for  the  amount  paid,  reportiug  the  same  in  a  special  column  of  the 
abstract  of  homestead  receipts,  and  at  the  time  last  payment  is  made, 
you  will  issue  the  final  papers  as  in  ordinary  homestead  entries. 

In  issuing  final  papers  you  will  make  the  proper  annotations  thereon, 
as  well  as  on  the  abstracts  as  before  directed,  to  show  that  the  entry 
covers  lands  in  Fort  Randall  Eeservation. 

You  are  further  advised  that  the  same  mle,'astothe  allowance  of 
credit  for  residence  prior  to  entry  and  for  military  service  applies  to 
entries  made  under  said  act  of  March  3, 1893,  as  to  other  homestead 
entries. 

Where,  upon  submitting  final  proof,  the  entrymen  may  elect  to  make 
payment  for  the  lands  entered  in  three  annual  installments,  you  are 
authorized  to  make  the  usual  charges  for  reducing  the  testimony  to 
writing,  but  as  the  final  certificates  and  receipts  cannot  be  issued  until 
the  last  payment  Is  made  you  cannot  charge  the  final  commissions  until 
said  final  certificates  and  receipts  are  issued. 

Where  the  entrymen  submit  final  proofs  and  elect  to  pay  for  the 
lands  in  installments,  you  will  examine  said  proofs  and,  if  they  are 
acceptable  to  you,  make  proper  notes  on  your  records  showing  that 
satisfactory  proofs  have  been  made  and  the  dates  upon  which  the  partial 
payments  must  be  made,  and  tben  transmit  said  proofs  to  this  office,  in 
special  letters,  and  not  in  your  monthly  returns,  for  filing  with  the 
original  entries,  without  issuing  the  final  certificates,  as  such  certificates 
can  only  be  issued  after  all  payment  shall  have  been  made. 
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There  are  no  guarantees  to  be  taken  in  order  to  secure  pajrment  of 
the  installments,  but  if,  when  each  installment  is  due,  any  entryman 
fails  to  pay  the  same,  you  will  report  the  matter  to  this  office  when 
proi>er  action  will  be  taken  in  the  case. 

By  letter  "G''  of  March  3, 1897,  addressed  to  Hon.  J.  V.  Wolfe,  Com- 
missioner of  Public  Lauds  and  Buildings  for  the  State  of  Nebraska,  it 
was  held  ^Hhat  sections  16  and  36  in  the  township  in  the  former  Fort 
Bandall  reservation,  do  not  inure  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public  schools,  but  that  the  State  must  select  other  lands  as  indemnity 
therefor.'' 

Approved. 

Thos.  Ryan, 

Acting  Secretary. 


PRACmCE-DEPOSITION-PREFEIlENCE  HIGHT  OP  CONTESTANT. 

Atkinson  et  al.  v.  Stees. 

Bnle  28  of  Practice  requires  an  officer  taking  a  deposition  to  read  over  to  the  wit- 
ness the  whole  of  the  deposition,  questions  and  answers,  but  makes  no  provision 
that  the  fact  of  snch  reading  should  appear  either  in  the  body  of  the  deposition 
or  the  certificate  of  the  officer.  In  all  cases,  however,  it  would  be  better  prac- 
tice that  snch  officer  should  certify  that  he  read  over  to  the  witness  the  deposi- 
tion before  it  was  signed  or  sworn  to. 

As  between  two  contestants,  attacking  the  same  entry,  the  preferred  right  of  entry 
should  be  accorded  the  first  contestant,  though  the  Judgment  of  cancellation 
may  have  been  rendered  on  evidence  submitted  by  the  second,  if  the  same  Judg- 
ment is  warranted  by  the  evidence  adduced  under  the  prior  contest. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  21^  1897.  (G.  0.  R.) 

Departmental  decision  of  March  24,  1897,  involving  the  NW.  \  of 
Sec.  12,  T.  11  N.,  E.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  land  district,  Oklahoma,  awarded 
said  tract  of  land  to  William  H.  Atkinson,  and  in  so  doing  reversed 
the  action  of  yonr  office  in  holding  that  Atkinson  had  disqualified 
himself  by  entering  the  territory  during  the  prohibited  period.  The 
Department,  however,  sustained  the  finding  of  your  office  and  the  local 
office  in  respect  to  Benjamin  O.  Sykes,  holding  that  he  ^4s  clearly 
disqualified"  by  reason  of  going  into  the  territory  in  advance  of  the 
opening,  etc.  Both  Smith  and  Sykes  have  filed  their  respective  motions 
for  review  of  said  departmental  decision. 

In  the  decision  complained  of  it  is  said,  that  << Atkinson  alone  has 
appealed  to  this  Department,"  and  Sykes,  among  other  things,  alleges 
error  in  that  statement. 

It  appears  that  Sykes  did  appeal;  but  the  appeal  appears  to  have 
been  transmitted  in  a  separate  communication  from  your  office,  and 
had  either  not  reached  the  record  when  the  case  was  here  considered, 
or  was  inadvertently  overlooked.    However  this  may  be,  the  record 
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was  carefully  examined  and  the  issue  decisive  of  Sykes'  rights  was 
definitely  settled — namely,  that  he  entered  the  territory  in  advance  of 
the  opening,  and  thereby  obtained  an  advantage  over  others. 

The  testimony,  upon  which  Sykes  was  held  disqualified  by  the  local 
office,  by  your  office,  and  by  the  Department,  was  given  in  a  deposition 
sworn  to  by  George  Harmon,  who  testified  that  he,  in  company  with 
said  Sykes  and  two  others  (Faulk  and  Polk),  went  into  the  Oklahoma 
territory  "at  about  the  hour  of  eleven  o'clock,  Sunday  evening,  April 
21,  1889;"  that  after  crossing  the  South  Canadian  Biver,  deponent| 
Sykes  and  another  party  went  to  a  point  about  three  and  a  half  or  four 
miles  southeast  of  Oklahoma  City,  and  that  deponent  was  with  Sykes 
"all  the  forenoon  of  that  day  (April  22, 1889,)  on  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  land  in  controversy."  Sykes  was  present  at  the  hearing,  and  was 
requested  by  both  Smith  and  Atkinson  to  take  the  stand,  and  testify 
as  to  his  qualificationR;  this  Sykes  refused  to  do,  at  first  stating  that 
he  was  under  no  obligations  to  appear  as  a  witness  for  either  party; 
afterwards  he  offered  a  second  excuse,  stating  that  he  relied  upon  his 
motion  to  suppress  the  deposition  of  Harmon,  whose  testimony  is 
above  given.  Sykes,  in  his  motion,  still  Insists  that  the  deposition 
should  have  been  suppressed. 

The  point  urged  in  support  of  the  motion  to  suppress  Harmon's  dei>o- 
sition  was  the  failure  of  the  officer  (B.  N.  Woodson,  probate  judge  of 
^<K''  Go;,  O.  T.),  before  whom  the  deposition  was  taken,  to  make  it 
appear  in  the  body  of  the  deposition  or  in  his  certificate  that  the  depo- 
sition was  read  to  the  deponent  before  he  subscribed  his  name  thereto. 
It  is  urged  that  in  this  res[)ect  Practice  Bule  28  was  not  complied  with. 
That  rule  reads  as  follows : 

It  is  the  daty  of  the  officer  before  whom  the  deposition  is  taken  to  cause  the  inter- 
rogatories appended  to  the  commission  to  be  written  out  and  the  answers  thereto  to 
be  inserted  immediately  underneath  the  respective  questions,  and  the  whole,  when 
completed,  is  to  be  read  over  to  the  witness,  and  must  be  by  him  subscribed  and 
sworn  to  in  the  usual  manner  before  the  witness  is  discharged. 

While  this  rule  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  read  over  to  the 
witness  the  whole  of  the  deposition,  questions  and  answers,  it  does  not 
require  that  the  fact  of  such  reading  should  appear  either  in  the  body 
of  the  deposition  or  the  certificate  of  the  officer.  In  all  cases,  however, 
it  would  be  better  practice  that  the  officer  should  certify  that  he  read 
to  the  witness  the  dei>osition  before  the  witness  signed  or  swore  to  it; 
especially  when  the  witness  signs  by  mark. 

The  witness  in  this  case  appears  to  have  signed  his  name;  the  depo- 
sition in  all  other  respects  appears  to  have  been  regularly  taken,  and  no 
fraud  was  alleged  in  its  procurement.  Sykes  had  an  opportunity  to 
deny  it;  it  is  presumed  that  if  it  had  been  untrue,  he  would  have  done 
so.  He  was  silent  when  it  was  all  important  for  him  to  have  spoken,  if 
Harmon  had  in  fact  sworn  falsely.  His  election  to  rely  upon  his  motion 
to  suppress  the  dex)osition,  rather  than  to  take  the  more  direct  coarse 
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and  deny  his  presence  in  the  territory  at  the  time  and  under  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  by  Harmon,  amounts  to  a  practical  admission  that 
he  disqualified  himself— a  fact  at  no  time  denied  by  him. 

The  motion  to  suppress  the  deposition  was  properly  overruled.  It 
follows  that  no  error  was  made  by  the  Department  in  stating  that  Sykes 
"is  clearly  disqualified."  This  makes  it  unnecessary  to  notice  other 
points  raised  in  Sykes'  motion,  which  is  hereby  denied. 

The  motion  filed  by  Smith,  while  alleging  ten  errors  practically  raises 
but  two  questions: 

1.  That  it  was  error  not  to  have  held  from  the  evidence  that  Atkin- 
son disqualified  himself  by  being  in  the  territory  during  a  part  of  the 
prohibited  period. 

2.  That  assuming  that  Sykes  was  the  first  settler  on  the  land,  it  was 
error  not  to  have  awarded  the  preference  right  to  Smithy  upon  whose 
testimony  Sykes'  entry  was  held  for  cancellation. 

As  to  the  first  alleged  error,  it  may  be  said  that  no  questions  of  either 
law  or  fact  are  raised  therein  which  were  not  fully  considered  and  dis- 
cussed in  the  decision  complained  of. 

Answering  the  second  ground,  movant  is  in  error  in  assuming  that 
the  testimony  shows  that  Sykes  settled  on  the  land  before  Atkinson 
settled  thereon.  Even  if  he  did,  it  could  make  no  difierence  in  the 
result,  for  it  clearly  appears  that  Atkinson  settled  before  Smith,  and 
had  begun  proceedings  looking  to  the  cancellation  of  Sykes'  entry 
before  Smith  filed  his  affidavit  alleging  Sykes'  disqualifications. 

Atkinson,  among  other  things,  alleged  that  Sykes  deceived  him  and 
caused  him  to  enter  the  wrong  tract,  and  by  that  deception  succeeded 
in  getting  his  own  entry  upon  the  land  which  Atkinson  had  selected 
and  settled  upon.  He  further  alleged  that  he  was  the  prior  settler. 
These  charges  were  sustained  by  the  testimony  in  the  record.  Much 
testimony  was  therefore  given  as  to  Atkinson's  qualifications;  had 
Smith  succeeded  upon  that  issue — the  principal  one  relied  upon — ^he 
might  have  won  his  case,  and  while  the  judgment  holding  Sykes' entry 
for  cancellation  was  rendered  principally  upon  the  testimony  as  to 
Sykes'  conduct  in  entering  the  territory  before  the  day  of  opening — ^a 
fact  clearly  proved — still  the  same  judgment  was  warranted  by  evidence 
given  on  Atkinson's  prior  contest.  In  such  case  he  is  entitled  to  make 
entry.    Carlson  v.  Bradlee,  12  L.  D.,  525. 

The  confusion  incident  to  the  settlement  of  the  separate  issues  under 
the  two  contest's  resulted  from  the  erroneous  action  of  the  local  officers 
in  consolidating  the  contests,  which  should  not  have  been  done. 
Gapelli  v.  Walsh,  12  L.  D.,  334;  Holm  et  al.  v.  Laughlin,  21  L.  D.,  275. 

Smith's  motion  is  also  denied. 
2670— VOL  25 10 
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ISOLATED  TRACT— APPLICATION  FOR  SALE. 

Jacob  Schutz. 

The  statnB  of  a  tract,  as  public  land,  is  not  affeoted  by  an  application  for  an  order 
for  its  sale  as  an  isolated  tract  nnder  section  2455  R.  S.,  prior  to  favorable  action 
on  snch  application. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  25 j  1897.  (G-.  B.  Q.) 

Jacob  Schutz  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  yoar  office  of  Feb- 
ruary 28,  1896,  affiruiiug  the  a<5tion  of  the  local  officers  in  setting  aside 
the  sale  of  the  NB.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  Tp.  8  S.,  E.  65  W.,  Den- 
ver, Colorado,  land  district,  made  under  section  2455  of  the  Revised 
Statutes. 

The  record  shows  that  Schutz  filed  a  petition  in  the  local  office  on 
November  8, 1894,  asking  for  the  sale  of  said  land  as  an  isolated  tract. 
This  petition  was  forwarded  to  your  office,  and  was  there  rejected  for 
irregularity,  and  returned  for  amendment. 

On  July  5, 1895,  the  said  Schutz  filed  an  amended  petition,  which 
was  forwarded  to  your  office  on  the  same  day,  and  on  October  5, 1895, 
your  office,  holding  that  the  petition  submitted  conformed  to  the 
requirements  of  the  law  in  such  cases,  directed  the  local  officers  to 
ofi'er  said  described  tract  at  public  sale  in  accordance  with  the  instrac- 
tions  contained  in  the  circular  of  April  11,  1895  (20  L.  D.,  305). 

The  laud  was  so  offered,  and  on  December  5, 1805,  <<  was  bid  in  and 
bought  by  Jacob  Schutz,  at  the  rate  of  $1.25  per  acre."  Schutz  ten- 
dered payment  for  the  land  so  purchased,  when  it  was  discovered  that 
said  land  had  been  entered  by  one  Axel  Gairlson  as  a  homestead  on 
September  7, 1893,  whereupon  his  purchase  was  declared  null  and  void 
and  the  sale  set  aside  by  the  local  officers,  which  action,  as  has  abreadj 
been  seen,  was  approved  by  your  office. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  Schutz,  that  the  filing  of  his  petition 
for  the  sale  of  this  land  as  an  isolated  tract  under  section  2455  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  operated  as  a  reservation  of  the  land  for  the  puri>o8es 
of  the  Statute,  and  that  he  thereby  acquired  a  right  to  bid  for  the  same 
at  public  sale. 

Said  section,  as  amended  by  act  of  February  26, 1895  (26  Stat.,  687)^ 
is  as  follows: 

It  shall  be  lawfal  for  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  order  xuU> 
market  and  seU  for  not  less  than  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  any  iso- 
lated or  disconnected  tract  or  parcel  of  the  pnblic  domain  less  than  one  quarter  seo> 
tion  which  in  his  judgment  it  would  be  proper  to  expose  to  sale  after  at  least  thirty 
days' notice  by  the  land  officers  of  the  district  in  which  such  lands  may  be  situated: 
Frovidedf  That  lands  shall  not  become  so  isolated  or  disconnected  until  the  same 
have  been  subject  to  homestead  entry  for  a  period  of  three  years  after  the  surround- 
ing land  has  been  entered,  filed  upon,  or  sold  by  the  government :  Provided,  That  not 
more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  shall  be  sold  to  any  one  person. 
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The  power  conferred  on  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
by  this  Statute  is  a  discretionary  one.  The  statute  itself  is  in  no  sense 
mandatory. 

The  filing  of  a  petition  for  the  sale  of  a  tract  of  land  thereunder 
could  not  operate,  therefore,  to  disturb  the  status  of  the  land,  and  until 
it  had  been  ordered  into  market,  it  occupied  the  status  of  unappropri- 
ated, non -segregated  public  land. 

The  tract  in  controversy  was  therefore  legally  subject  to  the  home- 
stead entry  of  Carlson  on  September  7, 1895. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


HOMESTEAB  CONTEST-ABANDONMENT. 

TEESETH  V.  NOBEN. 

The  absences  of  a  homesteader  ftom  the  land  covered  by  his  entry  shonhl  not  be 
regarded  as  sustaining  a  charge  of  abandonment,  where  he  has  once  established 
residence,  and  his  absences  are  made  necessary  by  the  nature  of  his  occupation, 
and  condition  in  life,  and  his  intention  of  returning  to  the  land  is  at  all  times 
manifest  from  the  cultivation  thereof,  and  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
improvements  thereon. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office, 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  25^  1897,  (H.  G.) 

This  is  an  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  February  5,  1896,  hold- 
ing for  cancellation  the  homestead  entry  of  Charles  N.  Noben  for  the 
E.  J  N  W.  i  and  W.  ^  of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  141  N.,  R.  43  W.,  Crooks- 
ton,  Minnesota,  land  district. 

Noben  made  homestead  entry  for  the  land  July  7, 1891.  On  May  7, 
1895,  Svend  L.  Tekseth  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  allep^ing  that  the 
en  try  man  had  wholly  abandoned  said  tract  and  changed  his  residence 
therefrom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry  and  next 
prior  to  the  date  of  contest;  that  the  tract  is  not  settled  upon  and 
cultivated  by  Noben,  and  that  he  ^' never  establisbed  a  residence  on 
said  land.'' 

A  he^ng  was  had  at  which  both  parties  appeared  and  submitted 
testimony. 

On  July  22, 1895,  the  register  and  receiver  recommended  the  cancel- 
lation of  the  entry  and  Noben  appealed.  On  February  5,  1896,  your 
office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  held  Noben's  entry  for 
cancellation,  and  thereafter  denied  a  motion  for  review. 

Noben  appeals. 

The  evidence  discloses  that  the  eiitryman  was  a  single  man  when  he 
made  the  entry,  and  that  prior  thereto  the  land  had  been  held  for  about 
thirteen  years  by  the  father  of  the  entryman,  under  a  timber  culture 
entry,  and  that  during  that  time  about  seventy  acres  of  the  land  had 
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been  broken  and  were  in  cultivation.  Tbe  timber  culture  entry  was 
relinquished  about  the  time  claimant  made  bis  entry. 

In  October,  after  be  made  his  entry,  Noben  caused  to  be  built  a  small 
frame  house  on  the  tract  and  placed  therein  a  bed,  bedstead,  bed  cloth- 
ing, cooking  utensils,  and  other  articles  of  household  equipment.  It 
satisfactorily  appears  that  Noben  established  his  residence  on  the  land 
in  question.  In  July,  1893,  he  had  a  few  repairs  made  on  the  house, 
but  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  shows  that  it  was  at  all  times 
habitable  and  comfortable  tor  the  occupancy  of  the  entryman. 

Prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest,  the  entryman  made  arrange- 
ments to  build  a  large  house  on  the  claim,  contracted  for  sufficient  lum- 
ber for  that  purpose,  and  a  part  of  it  was  delivered  on  the  claim,  the 
remainder  being  left  at  his  father's  house,  temporarily,  owing  to  the 
obstruction  of  the  roads  by  snow.  This  building  was  in  process  ot 
erection  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,  its  construction  having  been 
delayed  by  sickness  in  the  family  of  the  carpenter  employed  to  build 
it.  Noben  was  inteiidinp:  to  marry  and  this  second  house  was  being 
constructed  for  a  home  for  hioiself  and  wife. 

The  evidence  shows  that  he  was  an  industrious,  frugal  and  energetic 
young  man,  who  had  no  means  to  improve  the  tract,  except  such  as  he 
could  earn  by  working  away  therefrom.  A  portion  of  the  time  he 
worked  on  a  farm,  and  he  was  for  about  a  year  a  clerk  in  a  store.  By 
these  means  he  earned  about  $18.00  per  month,  excluding  board,  which 
was,  apparently,  devoted  to  improving  the  land.  He  was  necessarily 
away  from  the  tract,  engaged  at  these  occupations,  the  greater  partot 
the  time,  but  returned  at  intervals  of  about  two  months.  He  slept  in 
the  house  only  thirteen  times  before  the  contest  was  initiated,  but  he 
worked  on  the  tract  many  times,  cultivating  and  improving  it,  while 
he  slept  at  other  places. 

He  has  not  had  a  home  elsewhere,  but  has  claimed  this  land,  familiar 
to  him  from  his  early  childhood,  as  his  home.  He  always  voted  in  the 
precinct  where  the  land  lies;  he  was  assessed  for  and  paid  taxes  on 
his  improvements  on  the  tract,  and  has  persistently  clung  to  it  as  his 
home. 

In  addition  to  the  land  broken  on  the  tract  before  his  entry,  he  broke 
four  acres  and  cultivated  all  the  land  for  each  year,  has  hauled  ferti- 
lizers upon  it  and  removed  stone  therefrom.  He  lost  two  crops  in  suc- 
cessive years  by  destructive  hail  storms,  and  from  this  misfortune,  and 
other  circumstances,  he  evidently  could  but  barely  have  eked  out  an 
existence  on  the  laud  if  he  had  remained  there  continuously  since  the 
entry. 

There  is  evidence  showing  that  the  father  of  the  entryman,  who  lived 
on  the  adjoining  tract,  worked  upon  the  claim  after  this  entry  was 
made,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  collusion  between  the  elder 
Noben  and  the  entryman,  or  any  showing  that  the  laud  was  being  held 
for  the  benefit  of  the  father. 
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No  inflexible  rale  has  been  followed  in  kindred  cases,  and  none  can 
be  laid  down  that  shall  meet  the  circnmstances  of  each  case.  A  citizen 
does  not  lose  his  residence  or  domicile  by  leaving  his  home,  so  long  as 
there  exists  in  his  mind  the  animus  revertendij  where  his  residence  has 
once  been  established  under  a  homestead  claim  and  his  absences  are 
made  necessary  by  the  nature  of  his  occupation  and  condition  in  life, 
and  the  intention  of  returning  to  the  land  is  manifest  at  all  times  from 
the  cultivation  thereof  and  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  improve- 
ments thereon.  This  doctrine  is  firmly  established  by  a  multitude  of 
cases,  the  following  of  which  are  in  point:  Fyfte  v.  Mooers  (21  L.  D., 
167);  Oolburn  v.  Pittman  (12  id.,  497)5  George  F.  Lutz  (9  id.,  266); 
Helen  E.  Dement  (8  id.,  639) ;  Lulu  M.  Marshall  (6  id.,  258)  and  Edwards 
V.  Sexson  (1  id.,  63). 

Since  the  appeal  was  taken,  the  entryman  has  filed  the  affidavit  of 
the  clergyman  who  officiated  at  his  marriage,  and  who  states  that  he 
visited  the  contestee  upon  the  land  in  dispute  and  found  the  new  house 
thereon  well  furnished  and  inhabited  by  the  entryman  and  his  wife,  but 
this  affidavit  cannot  be  considered  on  appeal  as  the  contest  must  be 
determined  upon  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing. 

I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  rule  of  this  Department  which  regards 
the  concurring  decisions  of  your  office  and  the  local  office  generally 
conclusive  upon  disputed  questions  of  fact,  where  there  is  a  conflict  in 
the  evidence,  yet  this  rule  has  its  exceptions,  and  if  a  carefal  review 
of  all  the  evidence  submitted,  induces  the  belief  that  such  decision  is 
clearly  wrong,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  (Hargrove  v.  Robertson 
(15  L.  D.,  499).  In  the  case  at  bar,  an  examination  of  the  evidence 
convinces  me  that  the  allegations  in  the  contesting  affidavit  are  not 
supported  by  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  where  there  is  a  con- 
flict in  the  testimony.  Much  of  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  entry- 
man  is  uncontradicted,  and  all  of  the  evidence  carefully  considered 
induces  the  belief  in  my  mind  that  the  entryman  has  acted  in  good 
faith  in  establishing  and  maintaining  a  residence  upon  his  homestead 
claim,  and  that  his  absences  therefrom  are  not  to  be  considered  as  an 
abandonment  of  such  residence. 

The  decision  of  your  office  holding  the  entry  of  Charles  ^NT.  I^oben  for 
cancellation  is  reversed,  and  the  contest  is  dismissed. 
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DESJBBT  LAND  CONTJSST~ACT8  OF  JULY  96,  AND  AUGUST  4,  1894. 

Eandall  et  al.  V.  Morton. 

The  acts  of  July  26, 1894,  and  AaguBt  4, 1894,  extending  the  time  for  the  sabmisaion 
of  final  proof  on  desert  land  entries,  are  applicable  to  an  entry  made  under  the 
act  of  1877,  in  default  as  to  final  proof  at  the  passage  of  said  acts;  and  an  entry 
occupying  such  status  is  not  thereafter  subject  to  attack  for  non-compliance 
with  law,  nntil  after  the  expiration  of  the  extended  period  provided  for  in  said 
acts. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  25^  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

On  April  2, 1877,  Howard  Morton  made  desert  land  entry  No.  53  for 
the  S.  i  and  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  30,  T.  28  8.,  R.  26  E.,  Visalia,  California. 
The  entry  was  suspended  by  departmental  order  of  September  28, 1877, 
which  order  of  suspension  was  revoked  January  12, 1891. 

On  May  14, 1896,  Joseph  Bandall  and  Eugene  Verdier  applied  jointly 
to  contest  said  entry,  charging  failure  to  reclaim  the  laud  or  to  comply 
with  any  of  the  desert  land  laws.  The  local  officers  rejected  said  appli- 
cation, because  filed  prematurely.  The  applicants  appealed;  and  on 
January  22, 1897,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers, 
and  refused  to  order  a  hearing. 

Your  office  held  said  application  to  be  premature  for  the  reason  that 
the  time  within  which  reclamation  of  the  land  might  be  made,  under 
the  acts  of  July  26,  and  August  4, 1894  (28  Stat.,  123,  226),  had  not 
exi)ired. 

From  this  decision  Bandall  and  Verdier  have  appealed,  the  grounds 
of  the  appeal  being  that  the  life  of  the  entry  had  expired  before  the 
passage  of  said  acts,  and  that  the  entrymau  had  made  no  annual 
expenditures  or  yearly  proof. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.,  377),  under  which  this  entry  was 
made,  did  not  require  annual  proof.  The  act  of  March  3, 1891,  amenda- 
tory thereof,  did  require  annual  proof,  but  this  requirement  did  not 
affect  entries  made  under  the  act  of  1877,  unless  tbe  entrymau  elected 
to  proceed  with  his  entry  under  the  amendatory  act,  which  was  not 
done  in  this  case.  A  failure  to  submit  annual  proof,  therefore,  is  no 
ground  of  contest 

Was  it  subject  to  contest  on  May  14, 1896,  for  non -reclamation  t 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Haggin  (12  L.  D.,  34),  involving 
a  Visalia  desert  land  entry,  suspended  at  tbe  same  time  as  the  one 
here  involved,  it  was  said: 

The  time  between  the  date  when  said  order  of  suspension  became  effective  and 
the  date  of  the  notice  of  its  revocation  wiH  be  excluded  from  the  time  within  which 
the  entryman  is  required  to  make  proof  of  his  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  law. 

Your  office  decision  states  and  the  record  shows,  that  the  entryman, 
Morton,  did  not  receive  notice  of  the  aforesaid  revocation  of  January 
12, 1891,  untU  August  21, 1893. 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE    PUBLIC  LANDS.  151 

The  time  that  elapsed  between  April  2, 1877,  the  date  of  entry,  and 
September  28,  1877,  the  date  of  suspension,  was  five  months  and 
twenty-six  days,  and  between  August  21,  1893,  the  date  of  notice  of 
the'revoeation,  and  May  14, 1896,  the  date  of  filing  the  complaint,  was 
two  years,  eight  months,  and  twenty-three  days.  These  two  spaces  of 
time  aggregate  three  years,  two  months,  and  nineteen  days. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  act  of  1877  the  lifetime  of  an  entry  is  three 
years.  lu  the  absence  of  intervening  legislation,  therefore,  this  entry 
would  have  been  subject  to  the  contest  of  Bandall  and  Verdier  at  the 
date  of  their  application.  But,  in  the  year  1894,  two  acts  of  Congress 
were  passed  in  relation  to  desert  land  entries. 

In  the  case  of  Hodgson  v.  Epley  (23  L.  D.,  293,)  it  was  held  that  the 
act  of  July  26, 1894  {supra)^  extended  the  time  for  making  proof  and 
payment  on  all  desert  land  entries  for  one  year  beyond  the  time  at  which 
proof  and  payment  were  due,  and  would  thereafter  fall  due  under  the 
then  existing  law,  and  that  the  act  of  August  4, 1894  (supra)^  extended 
the  time  for  making  final  proof  on  all  entries  occupying  the  status  of  the 
one  here  under  consideration  to  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  entry. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  only  three  years,  two  months,  and  nineteen 
days  of  this  period  having  elapsed  from  date  of  entry  to  date  of  the 
filing  of  the  complaint  herein,  exclusive  of  the  period  of  suspension, 
the  contest  is  premature.    Farnell  et  aL  v.  Brown  (21  L.  D.,  394). 

Your  oiBce  decision  is  affirmed. 

Departmental  decision  of  July  27, 1897  [unreported],  herein,  is  hereby 
recalled  and  vacated. 


BATLROAD  LANDS-SECTION  6,  ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1887. 

Weyebhausee  V.  Cboysteb. 

The  right  of  purchase  from  the  goyemment  under  Rection  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  is 
limited  to  couditions  presented  at  the  time  of,  or  prior  to  the  final  adjustment 
of  the  grant,  and  hence  does  not  extend  to  a  purchase  from  a  railroad  company 
after  such  adjustment  and  the  restoration  of  the  land  to  settlement  and  entry. 

Aeting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  August  25j  1897.  (F.  W.  0.) 

Frederick  Weyerhauser  has  appealed  from  yonr  office  decision  of  June 
15, 1895,  sustaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  appli- 
cation to  purchase,  under  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  566),  the  8W.  i  of  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  29,  T.  49  K.,  E. 
10  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the 
acts  of  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat.,  20),  and  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  66),  to  aid 
in  the  construction  of  the  road  now  known  as  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul, 
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Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Bailway.  An  adjnstment  was  sabmitted  by 
your  office  of  said  grant,  which  was  duly  approved,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  directions  given,  those  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant 
for  said  company,  and  not  patented  on  account  thereof,  were  ordered 
restored  by  the  order  of  February  12, 1890.  This  order  was  directed 
to  be  modified  by  departmental  decision  of  December  19, 1890  (11  L.  D., 
607),  so  as  to  extend  the  time  when  the  restoration  should  take  effect 

until  after  ninety  days'  notice  thereof,  throngli  adyertisement,  shall  have  been  pre- 
▼iously  given  by  the  distriot  land  officers,  which  advertisement  shall  also  contain  a 
notice  to  parties  claiming  as  purchasers  under  said  act,  requiring  them  to  come  for* 
ward  during  said  period  of  ninety  days,  submit  their  proof,  and  make  payment,  in 
pursuance  of  the  requirements  of  the  official  circular  of  February  13,  18S9  (8  L.  D., 
348) ;  and  that  a  failure  to  submit  proof  and  payment  within  the  time  named  would 
be  treated  as  a  waiver  of  claim;  all  laud  not  so  claimed  to  be  subject  to  entry  under 
the  settlement  laws  by  the  first  legal  applicant  at  the  expiration  of  the  aforesaid 
period  of  ninety  days. 

The  order  of  restoration  was  not  put  into  effect  until  S'ovember  2, 
1891,  on  which  date  all  lands  not  patented  on  account  of  the  grant  for 
said  company  nor  covered  by  applications  to  purchase  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  were  held  subject  to  entry. 

In  the  patent  that  issued  January  28, 1891,  on  account  of  this  grant, 
was  conveyed  the  8W.  J,  the  8W.  |  of  the  NB.  J,  and  the  N.  J  of  said 
section  29.  It  will  be  noted  that  there  is  a  duplication  in  the  descrip- 
tion— ^the  "SW.  4  of  the  NB.  J"  being  covered  by  the  description  of 
the  '^N.  i  of  said  section."  The  company  had  made  selection  on  July 
12, 1888,  of  the  entire  section,  and  it  was  evidently  the  intention  to 
patent  the  tract  here  in  queti^tion,  namely,  the  SW.  ^  of  the  SE.  ^, 
instead  of  the  SW.  ^  of  the  NB.  |,  which,  as  before  stated,  was  cov- 
ered by  the  other  description  contained  in  the  patent. 

It  is  claimed  in  one  of  the  briefs  filed  on  behalf  of  Weyerhauser, 
that  the  tract  here  in  question  was  omitted  from  the  patent  to  the  com- 
pany through  a  purely  clerical  mistake — that  the  same  had  been  listed 
for  such  approval  and  said  listing  had  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  This,  however,  is  not  borne  out  by  the  records  of  your 
office,  which  show  that  the  patent  conformed  to  the  list,  containing 
the  same  erroneous  duplication  in  description. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  Weyerhauser,  that  'in  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  grant  for  said  company  this  tract  was  duly  charged  against 
the  grant.  But  inquiry  at  your  office  does  not  sustain  this  claim.  One 
thing  is  clear — the  tract  was  never  patented  on  account  of  the  grant 
for  said  company,  nor  included  in  any  of  the  approved  lists.  So  that 
it  must  be  held  to  have  been  restored  upon  the  final  adjustment  of  the 
grant. 

Weyerhauser's  claim  is  based  upon  a  purchase  made  firom  the  com- 
pany on  December  1, 1891,  after  the  final  adjustment  of  the  grant  and 
the  restoration  of  the  surplus  land. 

The  company,  in  1894,  sought  to  have  the  tract  here  in  question 
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patented  on  accoant  of  ita  grant;  and  by  year  office  letter  of  December 
31, 1894,  was  submitted  for  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior a  list  including  the  tract  here  in  qaestioD.  The  approval  was  at 
that  time  denied  by  departmental  letter  of  January  9, 1895  (not  re- 
ported); and  in  the  letter  returning  the  list  it  was  stated: 

The  grant  for  said  company  has  been  fully  adjnsted,  and  the  enrplus  lands  not 
needed  in  satisfaction  of  the  grant  have  been  restored  to  the  public  domain.  The 
purpose  of  this  list  is  merely  to  correct  errors  occurring  in  the  patents  previously 

issued  in  satisfeustion  of  this  grant As  to  said  tract  your  letter  reports  that 

in  patent  No.  16,  issued  January  28,  1891,  the  SW.  i  of  NE.  ^  of  said  section  is  twice 
conveyed,  the  first  time  being  included  in  the  N.  ^  of  the  section,  and  the  second 
by  separate  description  as  the  SW.  i  of  the  NE.  ^  of  said  section.  While  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  double  patenting  of  the  tract  before  described  was  merely  a  matter  of 
mistake,  and  that  the  tracts  now  embraced  in  the  list  were  evidently  intended 
instead  of  the  double  patenting,  yet  it  must  be  remembered  that  upon  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  grant  all  lands  not  included  in  previous  certification  and  patent  were 
ordered  restored  and  opened  to  settlement  and  entry. 

The  tracts  under  consideration  being  within  the  indemnity  limits  were  therefore 
included  in  the  order  of  restoration,  and  while  as  between  the  United  States  and  the 
company  there  may  be  no  objection  to  the  approval  of  this  list  designed  to  correct 
the  evident  mistakes,  yet  such  corrections  can  not  be  allowed,  if,  in  the  meantime, 
the  rights  of  others  have  intervened. 

Your  office  letter  reports  that  the  tracts  are  vacant  and  unappropriated.  While 
this  may  be  their  status  as  shown  by  the  records  of  your  office,  yet  such  records 
would  not  be  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  others,  and  I  have  therefore  to  direct 
that  public  notice  be  given  for  at  least  thirty  days,  in  one  or  more  newspapers 
having  general  circulation  in  the  vicinity  of  the  tracts  proposed  to  be  now  patented, 
advising  all  settlers  thereon,  if  any  there  be,  or  persons  claiming  an  interest  in  said 
land,  of  the  contemplated  patenting  of  the  same  on  account  of  said  grant,  and 
requiring  all  such  persons  to  formally  present  and  make  showing  in  support  of  any 
olaimed  rights  in  said  land,  by  reason  of  settlement  within  the  period  of  publication, 
and  failure  to  so  respond  will  be  treated  a8*an  abandonment  and  waiver  of  any  rights 
which  may  have  heretofore  attached  to  such  lands. 

This  reijuirement  is  similar  to  that  exacted  in  disposing  of  certain  selections  made 
by  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  Railway  Company  (18  L.  D.,  511),  and  the  course  is 
deemed  a  proper  one  for  the  protection  of  any  interest  that  may  have  attached 
to  the  land  upon  the  restoration  of  the  same,  upon  the  formal  adjustment  of  the 
grant. 

Upon  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  publication  the  local  officers  should  be 
required  to  make  due  report  to  your  office  of  any  action  taken,  and  you  will  make 
such  further  disposition  of  the  matter  as  the  facts  as  then  presented  may  warrant. 

On  January  25, 1895,  the  company  notified  your  office  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  grant  to  the  Omaha  Company  had  been  fully  adjusted  and 
finally  closed,  the  company  was  unwilling  to  accept  or  recognize  any 
proceedings  which  might  be  construed  into  a  claim  upon  its  part  that 
the  grant  had  not  been  satisfied  or  fully  adjusted  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1887.  Thereafter,  in  March  following,  Weyerhauser  filed  the 
application  now  under  consideration  in  the  local  office;  and  on  April 
6, 1895,  the  local  officers  rejected  his  application  on  the  ground  that 
under  the  notice  of  restoration  ninety  days  were  allowed  purchasers 
from  the  company  within  which  to  submit  proofe  and  make  payment. 
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and  that  a  failure  to  do  so  was  a  waiver  of  any  claim.  Upon  appeal 
your  office  held,  in  the  decision  now  appealed  from,  that  Weyerhaaser 
was  not  entitled  to  parchase  under  the  act  of  1887,  for  the  reason  that 
he  did  not  purchase  of  the  company  until  after  the  final  adjustment 
of  its  grant  and  the  restoration  of  the  lands  to  settlement  and  entry. 

Oharles  Croyster  protested  against  the  allowance  of  Weyerhauser's 
application.  His  claim  for  the  land  rests  upon  an  application  made  on 
April  10, 1895,  to  enter  this  tract  under  the  timber  and  stone  law.  He 
lays  no  claim  to  the  land  prior  to  the  presentation  of  Weyerhauser's 
application  to  purchase.  So  that  the  only  question  for  consideration 
is  as  to  whether  Weyerhauser's  claim,  as  established  by  the  showing 
hereinbefore  cited,  brings  him  within  the  scope  of  the  class  of  persons 
granted  the  right  of  purchase  under  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1887. 

In  the  case  of  Andrus  et  aL  v.  Baloh  (22  L.  D.,  238),  it  was  held  that 
(syllabus) — 

In  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  perfect  title  under  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  it 
is  not  material  whether  the  purohaBe  trom  the  company  was  made  before  or  after  the 
passage  of  Raid  act,  if  made  in  good  faith  believing  the  title  to  be  good,  and.  before 
the  land  purchased  was  held  to  be  excepted  f^om  the  grant. 

In  said  decision  reference  was  made  to  the  holding  by  this  Depart- 
ment iu  the  case  of  Sethman  v.  Glise  (17  L.  D.,307),  in  which  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  act  of  1887  were  discussed  at  some  length.  In  the  last 
mentioned  decision  it  was  stated  : 

The  act  directed  the  manner  of  making  adjustments,  and  it  was  the  evident  inten- 
tion of  CongresSf  as  expressed  in  the  5th  section  of  the  act,  that  when  in  the  acUast- 
ment  of  these  grants  it  was  ascertained  that  land  had  been  bonght  fk?om  the  railroad 
companies  for  which  they  could  convey  ao  good  title,  sach  buyers  or  their  trans- 
ferees, if  bona  fide,  should  be  allowed  to  purchase  the  tracts  claimed  by  them. 

This  Department  is  only  authorized  to  dispose  of  lands  in  accordance 
with  law,  and  the  full  scope  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1887  would 
seem  to  limit  its  operation  to  the  conditions  presented  at  the  time  of  or 
before  the  final  adjustment  of  these  grants.  Being  of  this  opinion,  I 
must  affirm  the  decision  of  your  office  and  deny  the  application  of 
Weyerhauser. 


PRACTICE— REHEAKING—StrPEBVISOBY  ATTTUOBITT. 

OOLBEN  V.  OOLB'S  HEIBS. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  filed  out  of  time  can  only  be  received  as  an  appeal  to  the 
supervisory  authority  of  the  Secretary,  and  should,  therefore,  be  made  by  a 
petition  addressed  to  such  officer,  and  filed  in  the  Department  proper. 

A  motion  for  the  review  of  a  decision  of  the  Secretary,  in  which  he  refuses  to  exeroise 
his  supervisory  anthority,  is  not  provided  for  in  the  Rnles  of  Practice,  and  will 
only  be  considered  in  cases  presenting  strong  and  exceptional  reasons. 
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Matters  occurring  after  the  original  hearing  in  a  case  do  not  fnmish  grounds  for  a 
rehearing  therein,  though  such  matters  may  afford  sufficient  foundation  for  a  new 
contest. 

A  charge  of  abandonment  will  not  lie  against  a  homestead  entry  under  which  there 
has  been  full  compliance  with  law  for  the  statutory  period. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 
( W.  V,  D.)  ^7,  1897.  (W.  M.  W.) 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1897,  your  office  transmitted  a  paper,  entitled 
^'petition  of  certiorari,"  filed  in  yonr  office  in  the  case  of  Golden  v. 
Charles  Cole's  heirs,  involving  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  5,  T.  17  N,,  E,  2  E., 
Gathrie,  Oklahoma,  land  district. 

A  reference  to  the  record  shows  that  Golden  has  filed  two  contests 
against  Cole's  entry.  The  first  contest  was  finally  decided  adverse  to 
Golden  by  the  Department  on  April  15, 1893  (see  16  L.  D.^  375). 

Goiden's  second  contest  against  said  entry  was  decided  against  him 
by  the  Department,  on  October  26, 1896 — ^unreported.  Notice  of  this 
decision  was  served  November  10, 1896.  A  motion  for  review  of  said 
decision  was  filed  by  Golden  November  30,  1896,  which  was  denied 
January  18, 1897;  and  January  22, 1897,  and  Febraary  3, 1897,  Golden 
filed  petitions  each  asking  for  a  new  trial  and  rehearing  in  the  case. 
These  were  denied  February  23, 1897. 

On  March  6, 1897,  counsel  for  Golden  filed  in  your  office  a  motion 
for  review  of  the  departmental  decision  of  February  23,  supra.  Said 
motion  was  returned  to  Goiden's  counsel  under  instructions  given  in 
the  case  of  Standley  v.  Jones,  19  L.  D.,  104.  On  March  20, 1897,  said 
motion  was  refiled  in  your  office,  and  transmittal  of  the  same  was 
denied  by  your  office  on  April  2, 1897.  On  April  6, 1897,  a  petition 
for  writ  of  certiorari  was  filed,  upon  which  no  action  has  been  taken 
by  the  Department.  On  April  14, 1897,  your  office  transmitted  to  the 
Department  the  papers,  stating  that: 

In  the  ahsence  of  any  rule  goveming  the  case  and  the  petition  being  addressed  to 
you,  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  the  same  for  your  consideration  and  instruction 
of  this  office  in  the  future. 

The  record  being  thus  before  the  Department,  it  becomes  unneces- 
sary to  consider  the  propriety  of  ordering  its  transmission  under  the 
application  of  Golden. 

After  the  case  was  considered  here,  on  the  appeal  of  Golden,  and  on 
his  motion  for  review,  both  of  which  were  decided  adversely  to  him, 
he  had  exhausted  his  rights  under  the  Rules  of  Practice,  and  the  case 
was  closed.  Notwithstanding  this,  he  filed  in  your  office  a  petition  for 
rehearing,  which  was  transmitted  here.  As  Rule  of  Practice  114 
provides  that  <' motions  for  review  and  motions  for  rehearing''  must  be 
filed  '<  within  thirty  days  after  notice  of  the  decision  complained  of," 
Golden^s  application  for  rehearing,  being  filed  more  than  thirty  days 
after  notice  of  the  decision  in  the  contest  case,  was  manifestly  out  of 
time,  and  could  only  be  received  as  an  appeal  to  the  supervisory  power 
of  the  Secretary.    This  being  so,  it  should  have  been  made  by  a  peti- 
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tion  direct  to  tbe  Secretary,  filed  here  and  uot  in  your  office,  and  there- 
fore might  properly  have  been  returned  by  you,  under  the  rulings  in 
Standley  v,  Jones,  19  L.  D.,  104.  The  rules,  however,  were  not  rigidly 
enforced,  no  question  was  raised  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceeding 
which  brought  the  application  here,  and  it  was  considered  as  though 
properly  filed,  and  denied.  When  the  motion  for  review  of  this  last 
decision  was  presented  to  your  office  you  might  have  also  returned  it 
under  the  Standley  v,  Jones  decision. 

A  motion  to  review  a  refusal  of  the  Secretary  to  exercise  his  super- 
visory authority  is  something  unknown  to  our  rules,  and  for  which  no 
precedent  is  found  in  the  reports.  In  view  of  the  importance  of  ending 
litigation  such  a  practice  should  not  be  encouraged.  Of  course,  if  a 
sufficient  cause  for  invoking  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Secretary 
exists  a  petition  to  him  for  that  purpose  is  in  order  so  long  as  he  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  laud,  but  a  review  of  such  decision  should  be  entered 
upon  only  for  strong  and  exceptional  reasons,  if  at  all. 

As  stated,  the  application  for  a  rehearing,  being  after  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  rule  114,  was  an  appeal  to  the  supervisory  power  of  the 
Secretary.  That  application  was  denied,  and  the  present  motion  for 
review  of  that  denial  does  not  present  a  case  justifying  its  consideration. 

It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  the  application  for  rehearing  was 
distinctly  based  upon  the  ground  of  newly  dis^^vered  evidence.  It 
was  held  in  that  denial  of  that  application  that  ^^  the  alleged  newly  dis- 
covered evidence"  is  not  "  in  any  sense  newly  discovered."  In  the  so- 
called  motion  for  review  of  this  last  decision  it  is  now  insisted  that  tbe 
matters,  on  which  the  application  for  rehearing  was  based — ^namely, 
abandonment — having  occurred  since  the  original  hearing  of  the  case, 
presented  sufficient  grounds,  if  true,  for  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory 
authority  of  the  Secretary  and  the  awarding  of  the  land  to  Golden. 

These  allegations,  if  sustained,  would  not  justify  the  re-opening  of 
the  former  case. 

In  a  proper  case  such  facts  might  be  a  sufficient  foundation  for  a 
new  contest.  But  as  applied  to  the  case  at  bar  such  evidence  could 
not  be  a  foundation  for  any  further  contest,  for  the  reason  that  the  entry 
contested  was  made  on  the  27th  day  of  April,  1880,  and  the  five  years 
cultivation  and  improvement  required  bylaw  of  the  heirs  of  Charles 
Cole  expired  April  27, 1894,  and  notice  of  Golden's  last  contest  affidavit 
was  issued  on  October  2, 1894.  Golden's  last  contest  having  covered 
matters  of  improvement  and  cultivation  for  the  full  period  required  by 
law,  evidence  relating  to  abandonment  occurring  thereafter  could  not 
in  any  sense  afi'ect  the  right  of  Cole's  heirs  to  the  land.  In  other 
words,  the  heirs  having  complied  with  the  law  in  matters  of  improve- 
ment and  cultivation  for  the  full  period  required  by  law,  the  entry  is 
not  contestable  on  the  ground  of  abandonment  subsequent  thereto. 

The  motion  for  review,  whether  treated  as  a  second  application  for 
the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Secretary  or  otherwise, 
does  not  present  such  a  showing  as  entitles  Golden  to  any  reliefl 
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confebmation-secnon  7,  act  of  mabch  8, 1891-mikeral  land. 

United  States  v.  Omdahl. 

The  statutory  period  of  two  years  designated  in  the  proviso  to  section  7,  act  of 
March  3,  1891^  contemplates  calendar  years  without  regard  to  the  number  of 
days  they  may  contain,  and  is  to  be  compnted  by  excluding  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  final  receipt  and  including  the  corresponding  numerical  day  in  the  cor- 
responding month  of  the  second  calendar  vear  thereafter,  and  if  that  month  in 
that  year  does  not  have  that  many  days,  then  the  last  day  of  that  month. 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  2345  R.  S.,  mineral  lands  in  the  State  of  Minnesota 
may  be  taken  under  the  pre-emption  law. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 
(W.  V.  D.)      .  27^  1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

Petra  O.  Omdahl  has  appealed  ft'om  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated 
March  21, 1896,  holding  for  cancellation  her  pre  emption  cash  entry, 
made  D<>ceniber  30, 1890,  for  lots  1  and  7  of  Sec.  24,  and  lots  1,  2  and 
3,  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  35,  T.  65  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Duluth, 
Minnesota,  land  district. 

It  appears  that  the  entry  was  originally  held  for  cancellation  by  your 
office  on  December  29, 1892,  upon  the  report  of  Special  Agent  R.  W.  de 
Lambert,  dated  December  2,  1892,  which  charged,  in  substance,  that 
Miss  Omdahl  had  never  resided  upon  the  land,  but  that,  from  a  period 
]>rior  to  the  inception  of  her  claim  and  up  to  the  date  of  her  entry,  she 
had  lived  with  her  uncle  in  Duluth,  Minnesota — distant  in  an  air-line 
more  than  one  hundred  miles  from  the  tract  in  controversy.  On  Feb- 
ruary 11, 1893,  your  office  suspended  its  judgment  of  cancellation  to 
allow  one  William  J.  Atwell  to  contest  the  entry  on  charges  of  the 
same  nature  as  those  contained  in  the  report  of  said  special  agent. 
Atwell's  application  to  contest  having  been  in  the  meantime  with- 
drawn, your  office,  on  October  12,  1893,  removed  the  suspension  of  its 
judgment  and  directed  that  claimant  be  duly  notified  of  the  action  of 
December  29,  1892,  and  that  sixty  days  would  be  allowed  her  within 
which  to  apply  for  a  hearing  in  the  premises,  failing  which,  or  to  show 
that  her  entry  should  be  sustained,  the  entry  would  be  finally  canceled. 
Upon  her  application  a  hearing  was  accordingly  ordered,  which  (after 
long  delay  from  causes  not  necessary  to  relate)  was  had  on  January  21, 
1895.  At  said  hearing  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  on  behalf  of 
the  government  was  taken.  The  defense  offered  no  testimony,  but 
appeared  specially  for  the  purpose  of  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
land  department  to  cancel  such  entry,  for  the  reason  that  the  proceed- 
ing had  not  been  initiated  within  two  years  after  the  entry  was  made, 
and  that  the  entry  was  therefore  confirmed  by  the  proviso  to  section  7 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

The  entry,  as  already  stated,  was  made,  and  the  receiver's  receipt 
was  dated,  December  30, 1890,  and  the  entry  was  held  for  cancellation 
December  29, 1892.  Counsel  for  defendant  contends  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  year  1892  was  a  leap-year,  two  ordinary  years  of  three  hundred  and 
sixty-five  days  each  had  elapsed  before  action  was  taken  by  your  office. 

The  trouble  with  this  contention  is  that  the  statute  is  not  confined 
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to  ordinary  years  of  three  hundred  and  sixty-five  days.  It  refers  to  a 
year  as  designated  in  the  calendar,  without  regard  to  the  number  of 
days  it  may  contain,  and  the  time  thereunder  is  to  be  computed  by 
excluding  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  final  receipt  and  including  the  cor- 
responding numerical  day  in  the  corresponding  month  of  the  second 
calendar  year  thereafter,  and  if  that  month  in  that  year  does  not  have 
that  many  days,  then  tbe  last  day  of  that  month.  (Daley  v.  Anderson, 
48  Pac.  Bep.,  839.)  In  this  case  the  two  years  expired  December  30, 
1892,  and  not  before. 

I  concur  in  the  conclusion  of  your  office  that  Miss  Omdahl's  entry  is 
not  confirmed  by  the  priviso  to  Sec.  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (supra). 
The  case  must  therefore  be  decided  upon  its  merits. 

The  witnesses  at  the  hearing  were  Mr.  Young  and  Mr.  Le  Sueur, 
special  agents  of  your  office.  The  former  examined  the  land  in  August, 
1894;  the  latter  in  October  of  the  same  year;  that  is,  about  three  years 
and  eight  months,  and  three  years  and  ten  months,  respectively,  after 
entry.  They  found  claimant's  house,  as  indicated  in  your  office  decision, 
to  be  in  a  somewhat  dilapidated  condition,  and  failed  to  find  any  evi- 
dence of  recent  residence  or  cultivation  by  claimant.  They  did,  how- 
ever, find  evidence  of  the  previous  occupation  of  the  house,  and 
apparently  by  a  woman.  Tbe  final  proof  on  its  face  is  sufficient,  show- 
ing such  cultivation,  improvement  and  residence  as  the  law  requires. 
The  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  does  not  make  a  prima  facie  case 
against  the  entry.  Such  testimony  showed  a  state  of  facts  existing 
several  years  after  entry,  and  not,  as  the  final  proof  purports  to  do,  the 
facts  relative  to  the  entrywoman's  compliance  with  the  law  from  the 
date  of  her  alleged  settlement  in  March  1890,  to  December  30,  of  that 
year.  Beyond  a  knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  land  when  it  was 
visited — nearly  four  years  after  final  proof  was  made — the  special  agents 
have  no  personal  knowledge  in  regard  to  the  facts  on  which  the  charge 
above  stated  is  based. 

Speaking  of  Le  Sueur's  testimony,  your  office  decision  says: 

He  understood  it  to  be  situated  in  the  mineral  belt,  known  an  the  "  VermillioD  iron 
range";  bat  he  was  not  an  expert  in  minerals  or  mineral  indications. 

Even  if  it  had  been  clearly  shown  that  said  land  was  within  the  min- 
eral belt,  that  fact  would  in  no  way  have  militated  against  the  entry- 
woman's  good  faith,  for  she  would  have  had  a  right  to  enter  the  same 
under  the  preemption  law.  Sec.  2345  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  in  the 
chapter  relating  to  mineral  lands,  provides: 

The  provisions  of  the  preceding  sections  of  this  chapter  shall  not  apply  to  tbo 
mineral  lands  situated  in  the  States  of  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  and  Minnesota,  which 
are  declared  free  and  open  to  ex])loration  and  purchase,  according  to  legal  subdivi- 
sions  Such  lands  shall  be  offered  at  public  sale  in  the  same  manner,  at  the 

same  minimum  price,  and  under  the  same  rights  of  pre-emption,  as  other  publio 
lands. 

Upon  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  I  conclude  that  the  can- 
cellation of  this  entry  is  not  warranted.  The  decision  of  your  office  is 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  said  entry  will  remain  intact. 
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BKTllY— ISOLATEB  TRACT. 

Hbnby  W.  Kobn, 

An  entry  allowed  by  mistnlce,  of  land  not  subject  tbereto,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
disposition  of  sncb  land,  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  proviso  to  section  2455 
R.  S.y  as  amended  by  the  act  of  Febrnary  26, 1895. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 
(W.  V.  D.)  ^,  1897.  (B.  B.,  Jr.) 

On  Jail  nary  18, 1896,  yoar  office  denied  the  petition  of  Henry  W. 
Eoen,  filed  Jane,  1895,  to  have  lot  2  of  Sec.  34,  T.  22  S.,  B.  47  W.^ 
Lamar,  Colorado,  land  district,  ordered  into  market  for  sale  under  sec- 
tion 2455  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February 
26, 1895  (28  Stat.,  687). 

Tour  office  held  that  the  tract  in  question  did  not  come  within  the 
pnrview  of  said  section  as  amended,  for  the  reason  that  it  had  ^'only 
been  subject  to  homestead  entry  for  a  period  of  a  few  months  since  the 
land  lying  south  of  it  has  been  entered,"  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  said  tract  was  <' within  tbe  limits  of  the  former  Fort  Lyon  mil- 
itary reservation,  and  the  act  of  October  1, 1890  (26  Stat.,  561),  provid- 
ing for  the  disposal  of  said  reservation,  directed  its  disposition  under 
the  homestead  law  only." 

Eoen  appeals  from  your  office  decision,  assigning  error  therein  as 
follows: 

First.  That  he  (yon)  erred  in  holding  that  the  surrounding  land  about  said  lot  2 
had  not  been  entered,  filed  upon  or  sold  by  the  govemroent  for  a  period  of  three 
years  prior  to  the  time  said  lot  2  was  subject  to  homestead  entry. 

Second.  That  he  (you)  erred  in  holding  that  because  said  lot  2  was  within  the  limits 
of  the  former  Fort  Lyon  reservation,  that  it  was  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  said 
section  2455  R.  8.,  as  amended  by  act  of  February  26, 1895. 

As  amended  by  the  act  of  February  26,  1895,  swpra^  section  2455  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  reads : 

It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  order  into 
market  and  sell  for  not  less  than  one  dollar  and  twenty- five  cents  per  acre  any 
isolated  or  disconnected  tract  or  parcel  of  the  public  domain  less  than  one  quarter 
section  which  in  his  judgment  it  would  be  proper  to  expose  to  sale  after  at  least 
thirty  days'  notice  by  the  land  officers  of  the  district  in  which  sucli  lands  may  be 
situated:  Provided,  That  lands  shall  not  become  so  isolated  or  disconnected  until 
the  same  have  been  subject  to  homestead  entry  for  a  period  of  three  years  after  the 
surrounding  land  has  been  entered,  filed  upon,  or  sold  by  the  government:  ProHded, 
niat  not  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  shall  be  sold  to  any  one  person. 

The  particular  tract  to  which  yonr  office  decision  refers  as  "lying 
south  of"  said  lot  2  is  a  tract  described  as  lots  9, 10  and  11  of  said  sec- 
tion, which  was  entered  as  a  homestead  on  May  19, 1895,  by  one  Charles 
H.  Wright,  and  which  entry  remains  intact  of  record.  On  December  4, 
1889,  one  George  W.  Butler  made  pre-emption  cash  entry  No.  3690  for 
the  £.  i  of  the  SW.  i  and  tlie  £.  i  of  the  NW.  ^  of  said  section,  hav- 
ing filed  his  declaratory  statement  therefor  March  15, 1888;  but  when 
this  entry  was  examined  with  a  view  to  the  issue  of  patent  thereon,  it 
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was  found,  from  the  records  of  your  office,  that  a  narrow  strip  of  the 
land  embraced  therein  was  within  the  east  boundary  line  of  the  old 
Fort  Lyon  military  reservation.  As  this  narrow  strip,  which  is  iden- 
tical with  and  now  described  as  said  lots  9, 10  and  11,  was  not  subject 
to  Butler's  filing  or  entry  (United  States  v.  Smith,  13  L.  D.,  533),  your 
office,  by  letter  ("G")  of  February  9, 1892,  directed  an  amendment  of 
his  entry  so  as  to  exclude  the  said  strip  therefrom.  As  has  been  indi- 
cated, this  strip  of  land  was  afterward.  May  19, 1895,  entered  as  a 
homestead  by  said  Wright. 

It  is  urged  in  the  appeal  that  the  land  in  this  strip  having,  accord- 
ing to  the  record,  been  sold  to  Butler,  on  December  4, 1889,  it  was,  in 
contemplation  of  the  first  proviso  to  said  section,  and  in  view  of  the 
date  of  Koen's  petition,  to  be  regarded  as  having  been  sold  for  more 
than  three  years  before  Eoen's  petition  was  filed,  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  Butler's  entry,  as  to  the  strip,  was  subsequently  vacated,  so  far 
as  the  status  of  said  lot  2  with  reference  to  the  strip  was  concerned. 

This  contention  is  not  sound.  The  attempted  sale  of  this  strip  to 
Butler  under  his  pre-emption  filing  was  undoubtedly  made  without 
knowledge  on  the  pfirt  of  the  local  office,  or  probably  of  Butler  himself, 
that  it  was  within  the  said  reservation,  was  therefore  due  to  mistake, 
and  was  also  contrary  to  law,  and  so  wholly  void.  Such  attempted 
sale  did  not  affect  in  any  way  the  status  of  said  lot  2  under  said  sec- 
tion 2455  as  amended.  When  Wright  entered  it.  May  19, 1895,  it  was 
public  land,  so  far  as  appears,  and  at  the  date  of  said  petition  it  had 
only  been  entered  a  few  weeks,  and  at  the  date  of  denial  thereof  less 
than  a  year. 

It  appears,  furthermore,  from  an  examination  of  the  records  of  your 
office,  that  said  lot  2  is  x>artially  bounded  on  the  west  by  lot  1  of  sec- 
tion 33  of  said  township,  and  that  said  lot  1,  with  lots  2  and  3,  of  said 
section  33,  was  entered  as  a  homestead  by  John  B.  Burton  on  May  19, 
1894,  only  a  little  more  than  a  year  prior  to  the  filing  of  said  petition, 
and  much  less  than  two  years  prior  to  the  denial  thereof. 

It  is  unnecessary,  in  view  of  the  foregoing,  to  consider  the  second 
assignment  of  error  in  the  appeal. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


ItEPAY^rE NT— COMMUTED   TIMBEB  CTJI/TUBB   ENTBT. 

Oassius  M.  Brown. 

The  return  of  surveyor-generars  scrip,  paid  on  the  commutation  of  a  timber  cnltare 
entry,  cannot  be  allowed  on  the  ground  that  the  entryman  might  have  perfected 
title  without  commutation. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  August 
(W.  V.  D.)  ^7,  1897.  (O.  W.  P.) 

The  appeal  of  Oassius  M.  Brown  from  your  office  decision  of  February 
15, 1896,  denying  his  application  to  withdraw  certain  surveyor^generaFa 
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scrip  paid  for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  8,  T.  6  K.,  B.  67  W.,  Denver  land  dis- 
trict, Colorado,  on  commutation  of  his  timber  culture  entry,  Ko.  11,820, 
has  been  considered. 

Browu'M  application  is  made  under  oath  and  dated  December  27, 1895. 
He  therein  sets  out  that  when  he  made  final  proof,  he  did  so  under  the 
apprehension,  and  so  believing,  that  he  was  under  the  law  required  to 
have  a  certain  number  of  treefi  growing  uiK>n  his  claim  before  he  could 
make  final  proof  under  the  timber  culture  laws,  except  by  commuting, 
and  having  earnestly  and  faithfully  endeavored  to  grow  trees  upon  his 
said  claim,  and  having  practically  failed  in  being  able  to  cause  trees  to 
grow  thereon,  notwithstanding  yearly  and  repeated  efibrts,  as  more 
clearly  and  fully  shown  by  the  final  proof  which  he  submitted  on  the 
day  last  aforesaid,  and  believing  that  the  law  required  him  notwith- 
standing his  inability  to  grow  trees  in  order  to  complete  his  entry  to 
pay  for  said  land,  he  therefore,  on  said  day,  submitted  proof  as  afore- 
said and  tendered  in  payment  therefor  certain  surveyor-general's  scrip, 
which  was  accepted  in  payment  therefor;  that  having  been  advised 
and  so  believing  that  he  has  in  every  respect  complied  with  the  timber 
culture  law,  and  that  the  government,  in  fact  and  in  law,  is  not  entitled 
to  the  money  which  he  has  tendered  in  connection  with  his  said  proof, 
and  further  believing  that  after  the  13th  day  of  February,  1896,  the 
law  will  have  been  fully  complied  with,  and  that  he  will  be  entitled  to 
his  final  certificate  and  receipt,  without  the  payment  of  any  money 
other  than  fees  due  the  government,  and  being  advised  and  so  believing 
that  the  rules  of  the  Department  do  not  require  any  payment  to  be 
made  under  such  circumstances,  except  fees  and  commissions,  he,  there- 
fore, asks  the  Hon.  Commissioner  to  permit  him  to  withdraw  the  tender 
of  the  money  or  scrip,  as  made  in  his  final  proof,  and  that  he  may  be 
permitted  to  submit  said  final  proof  again  after  the  13th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1896,  or  that  the  same  may  be  accepted  as  his  final  proof  in  this 
case,  subject  simply  to  his  duty — should  the  Commissioner  require  it — 
to  advertise  his  intention  of  submitting  said  proof  on,  or  any  day  after, 
the  13th  day  of  February,  1896. 

The  record  shows  that  Brown  made  timber  culture  entry,  Ko.  11,820, 
February  13, 1888,  for  said  tract,  which  he  commuted  to  cash  entry, 
No.  16,498,  December  23, 1895. 

Section  2362  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  for  repayment  in  cases 
where  a  tract  of  land  "has  been  erroneously  sold  by  the  United  States, 
so  that  from  any  cause  the  sale  can  not  be  confirmed."  The  act  of 
June  16, 1880  (21  Stat.,  287),  provides  that  repayment  may  be  made  of 
fees  and  commissions  and  excess  payments  paid  by  innocent  parties 
upon  the  location  of  claims  under  section  2306,  when  said  claims  were, 
after  said  location,  found  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  and  the  entries  or 
locations  made  thereon  canceled,  or  where  entries  are  canceled  for  con- 
flict, or  where  from  any  cause  the  entry  has  been  erroneously  allowed 
and  can  not  be  confirmed,  or  where  double  minimum  price  has  been 
2670— VOL  25 11 
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paid  for  lands  afterwards  found  not  to  be  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad 
grant,  the  excess,  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  shall  be 
returned. 

The  appellant's  application  is  not  authorized  by  any  of  the  above 
provisions,  and  as  repayment  by  this  Department  can  not  be  made 
without  statutory  authority  (E.  M.  Dunphy,  8  L.  D.,  102;  A.  W.  Givens, 
lb.,  462;  Elizabeth  Zenker,  20  L.  D.,  551),  said  application  must  be 
denied.    See  also  the  case  of  Elizabeth  0.  Ward,  21  L.  D.,  287. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


OSAGE  FILING—INTERVENING  ADVERSE  CLAIM. 

BOWE  V.  Arment. 

The  delay  of  a  party  in  perfeotiDg  title  nnder  an  Osage  filings  and  the  intervention 
of  an  adverse  claim,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  snch  party,  where  aaid  delay 
appears  to  have  been  caused  by  the  loss  in  transmission  of  an  appeal  affecting 
another  tract  included  in  the  same  tiling,  and  the  intervening  claimant  fiiils  to 
show  due  compliance  with  law  on  his  own  part. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 
(W.  V.  D.)  ^8, 1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  described  as  lot  1  of  section  11,  T. 
27  S.,  E.  24  W.,  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  land  district,  and  is  a  parcel  of 
the  Osage  Indian  trust  and  diminished  reserve  lands,  the  disposal  of 
which  is  provided  for  by  the  act  of  May  28, 1880  (21  Stat.,  143).  The 
second  section  of  that  act,  under  which  this  case  arises,  provides: 

That  all  the  said  Indian  lands  remaining  unsold  and  unappropriated  and  not 
embraced  in  the  claims  provided  for  in  section  one  of  this  act,  shall  be  subject  to 
disposal  to  actual  settlers  only,  having  the  qualifications  of  pre-emptors  on  the  pub- 
lic land.H.  Such  settlers  shall  make  due  application  to  the  register  with  proof  of 
settlement  and  qualifications  as  aforesaid;  and,  u])on  payment  of  not  leas  than  one- 
fourth  the  purchase  price  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  not  exceeding  one  quarter  sec- 
tion each,  the  balance  to  be  paid  in  three  equal  installments,  with  like  penalties, 
liabilities  and  restrictions  as  to  default  and  forfeiture  as  provided  in  section  one  of 
this  act. 

It  appears  that  on  July  21, 1886,  James  G.  Eowe  and  Thomas  Mas- 
terson  each  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement  for  lots  1  and  2  of  said 
section  (lot  2  being  also  part  of  said  reserve  land),  and  John  S.  Martin, 
on  the  same  date,  filed  like  statement  for  said  lot  2  only,  all  three  of 
them  alleging  settlement  on  May  31,  1886.  On  February  21,  1887, 
Martin  having  previously  given  notice  of  an  intention  to  ofifer  final 
proof,  Eowe  applied  to  be  allowed  to  contest  Martin's  right  to  make 
final  proof,  which  application  was  denied  by  the  local  office.  Bowe 
thereupon  appealed  to  your  office.  On  February  24,  following,  Martin's 
final  proof  was  accepted  and  he  was  allowed  to  make  payment  for  the 
laud  an^i  received  final  certificate  therefor.    On  May  11,  1887,  your 
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office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  office  in  the  case  of  Bowe  v.  Mar- 
tin, and  no  farther  appeal  appearing,  patent  issned  to  Martin  for  said 
lot  2  on  Jnly  2,  1890. 

On  February  28,  1887,  Rowe  offered  final  proof  for  both  said  lots 
before  L.  E.  McGarry,  then  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Ford  county, 
Kansas,  in  which  county  the  land  is  situated,  against  which  proof, 
as  to  lot  1,  said  Masterson  then  and  there  protested.  The  final  proof 
papers  of  Eowe,  with  tendered  first  payment  for  both  the  lots,  and  the 
protest  of  Masterson,  appear  to  have  been  duly  received  at  the  local 
office  (then  at  Garden  City,  Kansas),  and  on  April  28,  1887,  Rowe's 
tendered  first  payment  was  returned  by  the  receiver  with  request  that 
he  retain  the  same  ^<  until  decision  has  been  reached."    On  March  28, 

1888,  the  local  office  decided  the  case  of  Masterson  v,  Eowe  in  favor  of 
Bowe,  and,  on  the  same  date,  duly  notified  the  attorneys  of  the  respec- 
tive parties.    No  appeal  from  this  decision  is  shown  to  have  been  filed. 

Although  neither  the  records  of  your  office  nor  those  of  the  local 
office  show  that  any  appeal  was  taken  by  Kowe  from  the  decision  of 
your  office  adverse  to  him,  in  his  case  against  Martin,  one  H.  McGarry 
swears  that  the  firm  of  Frankey  and  McGarry,  of  which  he  was  a  mem- 
ber, then  local  attorneys  at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  prepared  and  duly 
forwarded,  in  due  time  after  notice,  in  behalf  of  Rowe,  as  his  attorneys, 
either  to  the  local  office  or  to  the  General  Land  Office,  he  believes  to 
the  former  office,  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  firm  at  that 
time,  an  appeal  to  the  Secretary  from  the  decision  of  your  office  in  that 
case.  A  copy  of  the  alleged  appeal  accompanies  the  affidavit  of  H. 
McGarry  as  exhibit  "  B  ^  thereof.  Rowe  swears  that  he  was  informed 
that  an  appeal  had  been  taken  in  his  case  against  Martin  and  so 
believed  until  the  latter  part  of  1894. 

Inquiry  made  in  October  1894,  by  Rowe's  agent  at  Dodge  City,  J.  M. 
Kirkpatrick,  who  had  been  in  charge  of  lot  1  as  such  agent  since  March 

1889,  of  the  local  office  and  of  your  office,  developed  the  facts  that  the 
final  proof  papers  of  Rowe  had  been  lost,  apparently  in  the  local  office, 
and  that  no  appeal  appeared  to  have  been  perfected  from  the  said 
decision  of  May  11, 1887,  and  that  lot  2  had  been  patented  to  Martin 
as  stated  above. 

It  appears  that  Rowe  lived  upon  the  land  in  controversy  from  about 
June,  1886,  until  shortly  after  he  offered  his  final  proof,  when,  being 
a  laborer  and  without  means  except  from  his  labor,  he  went  to  work  at 
said  Dodge  City,  about  seven  miles  from  the  land,  and  continued  to 
work  and  reside  there  until  March,  1889,  when  he  went  to  Livingston, 
Montana,  where  he  has  since  resided.  His  improvements  consist  of 
two  houses,  stable,  well,  ten  acres  broken,  and  land  all  fenced — valued 
at  $200.00.  He  apx>ears  to  have  been  in  possession  of  the  land  until 
some  time  in  December  1894,  when  James  A.  Armeut,  defendant 
herein,  attempted  to  make  settlement  thereon.  Up  to  1888,  inclusive, 
Bowe  cultivated  ten  acres  of  it.    Since  then,  and  until  1894,  inclusive, 
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Kirki)atrick,  as  his  agent,  has  cut  hay  on  the  land,  except  one  or  two 
years  when  herds  of  cattle  pastured  on  it. 

On  13ecember  2G,  1894,  Arinent  filed  liis  declaratory  statement  for 
said  lot  1,  alleging  settlement  December  24,  1894,  and  on  March  23, 
1895,  offered  final  proof  therefor.  On  that  date  Kowe  appeared,  filed  a 
protest  against  Arment's  proof,  setting  out  his  own  (Rowe's)  claim  to 
the  land  and  alleging  defect  in  the  notice  of  Arment's  proof  and  that 
he  had  not  complied  with  the  law  as  to  residence  on  the  land  and  cul- 
tivation thereof,  and  cross-examined  Arment's  witnesses.  The  case 
was  continued  from  time  to  time  until  May  28,  1895.  In  the  meantime 
new  notice  of  Arment's  final  proof  had  been  required  and  given,  and 
Kowe  had,  on  May  27,  1895,  filed  aflBdavits  of  various  persons  in  sup- 
port of  his  claim,  and  offered  a  reproduction  of  his  final  proof  as  to  lot 
1  and  again  tendered  first  payment  theiefor;  and  the  final  proof  of 
Arment  had,  on  the  date  last  mentioned,  been  rejected  '*  because  of 
non-compliance  with  law  in  the  matter  of  residence,"  and  he  had  been 
given  *' sixty  days  in  which  to  appeal  or  submit  new  proof.''  On  May 
28, 1895,  Rowe's  offered  reproduction  of  final  proof  and  his  tender  of 
payment  were  refused,  to  which  he  duly  excepted.  On  July  15,  1895, 
Arment  offered  new  final  proof,  and  Rowe  filed  new  protest  against  the 
same;  and  on  the  same  date  the  local  office  accepted  Arment's  proof 
and  rejected  Rowe's  protest,  and  therefrom  Rowe  appealed.  On 
December  2, 1895,  your  office  considered  the  case  and  decided  that 
Rowe  had  lost  his  right  to  the  land  in  controversy  by  reason  of  laches, 
that  the  proof  of  Arment  was  sufficient,  and  that  be  should  be  allowed 
to  enter  the  land.  An  appeal  by  Rowe  from  your  office  decision  brings 
the  case  here. 

It  appears  from  the  final  proof  offered  by  Arment  on  March  23, 1895, 
and  the  testimony  of  himself  and  his  witnesses  on  cross  examination, 
that  he  was  then,  and  for  some  years  prior  thereto  had  been  the  reg- 
ister of  deeds  for  said  Ford  county,  that  on  December  24,  1894,  he 
built  or  had  built  on  the  land  in  controversy  a  frame  house  twelve  feet 
square,  unplastered  but  lined  with  canvas,  with  shed  roof  seven  feet 
from  the  ground  at  the  lower  point  and  nine  at  the  higher,  and  that 
subsequently  he  had  five  acres  of  the  land  broken — these  being  his 
only  imi)rovements.  and  worth,  at  his  own  estimate,  seventy-five  dol- 
lars. He  had  placed  in  the  house  a  few  articles  of  necessary  household 
furniture,  and  according  to  his  own  statement  had  commenced  to  reside 
on  the  land  January  24,  1895,  and  had  lived  there  two-thirds  of  the 
time  since.  The  testimony  of  the  witnesses  did  not  corroborate 
Arment's  statement,  they  having  knowledge  of  his  occupancy  of  his 
said  house  in  a  few  instances  only.  When  Arment  made  his  alleged 
settlement  he  and  his  wife  owned  and  resided  in  a  commodious  and 
well-furnished  house  in  Dodge  City.  This  house  was  kept  completely 
furnished  and  was  evidently  occupied  by  Arment  and  his  wife  much  ot 
the  time,  at  least  between  January  24,  and  March  23, 1895,  his  duties 
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as  register  of  deeds  requiring  his  almost  daily  presence  in  Dodge  City. 
It  seems  to  be  well  settled  that  it  is  essential  to  the  exercise  of  the 
right  to  purchase  Osage  Indian  land  under  the  act  of  May  28, 1880, 
suprUj  that  actual  settlement  thereon  should  be  made  with  the  bona  fide 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  settler  of  making  the  laud  his  home  (E.  H. 
Smith,  11  L.  D.,  268;  and  Finan  v.  Meeker,  Ibid.,  319).  It  is  not  shown 
that  Arment  had  any  such  intention;  and  this  conclusion  is  reached 
after  careful  consideration  of  all  the  evidence,  including  the  final  proof 
submitted  by  him  on  July  15, 1895. 

While,  on  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  conceded  that  Eowe  has  not 
manifested  throughout  that  diligence,  in  his  eflbrt  to  acquire  title  to  lot 
1,  which  an  ordinarily  prudent  man  would  have  exercised,  yet  there  is 
some  excuse  for  his  delay  in  the  premises,  and  the  equities  of  the  case 
are,  on  the  whole,  in  his  favor.  He  was  originally  claiming  both  these 
lots — ^had  declared  for  them,  offered  final  proof  and  tendered  payment. 
In  pursuit  of  title  to  lot  2  he  had  carried  a  case  to  your  office.  No 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  your  office  adverse  to  him  as  to  lot  2  appears 
to  have  reached  your  office,  or  the  local  office,  although  prepared  and 
ill  due  time  forwarded  by  the  usual  channel.  Title  to  that  lot  has 
passed  from  the  government.  It  is  not  involved  in  this  controversy 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  Eowe  is  now  claiming  it.  But  seeking 
title,  as  he  was,  to  both  lots,  and  apparently  feeling  secure  with  the 
decision  in  his  iavor  as  to  lot  1,  if  he  in  good  faith  believed,  as  it  would 
seem  he  did,  that  he  had  an  appeal  as  to  lot  2  pending  here,  the  reason 
for  his  delay  is  obvious.  He  hoped  for  a  decision  in  his  favor  as  to  lot 
2  and  then  to  make  entry  for  both  lots.  In  law,  if  not  in  fact,  he  had 
an  application  on  file  to  enter  said  lot,  and  which,  being  of  record,  seg- 
regated the  land,  when  Arment  began  his  proceedings  to  acquire  title 
thereto.  In  view  of  Arment's  failure  to  show  due  compliance  with  the 
said  act,  I  am  constrained  to  hold  that  the  right  of  Eowe  to  the  land 
in  controversy  is  superior  to  the  claim  of  Arment. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  reversed  accordingly.  The  final  proof 
of  Arment  will  be  rejected,  and  Eowe  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof 
for  the  land. 


mining  cxaim-mill  site-posting. 

Silver  Star  Mill  Site. 

On  application  for  a  miU  site,  in  connection  with  a  lode  claim,  the  notice  nnd  plat 
should  be  posted  on  the  mill  site  for  the  statutory  period. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  August 
(W.  V.  D.)  J28,  1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  appears  that  Dennis  Kiely,  executor  of  estate  of  John  Fleming, 
made  api)lication  for  patent  for  the  Charity  and  other  lode  mining 
claims,  including  the  Silver  Star  Mill-site,  lot  No.  30  A  and  B,  Salt  Lake, 
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Utah,  land  district,  and  that  the  notice  of  application  and  plat  were 
not  posted  on  the  mill-site. 

By  letter  of  February  17, 1896,  your  office  required  some  additional 
l^roof  in  reference  to  some  matters  not  in  controversy  here;  also  that 
proof  be  furnished  that  the  plat  and  notice  of  application  had  been 
posted  on  the  mill-site  during  the  period  of  publication.  In  response 
to  this  demand  the  attorney  for  the  applicant  filed  his  own  affidavit,  in 
which  he  admits  the  notice  and  plat  were  not  i>osted  and  that  this  was 
not  done  because  he  believed  the  law  did  not  require  the  notice  to  be 
posted  on  the  mill-site  when  applied  for  in  connection  with  a  lode  claim. 
He  asked  that  the  requirement  be  waived  and  the  matter  submitted  to 
the  board  of  equitable  adjudication,  referring  to  the  case  of  !New  York 
lode  and  mill-site  (5  L.  D.,  513). 

Your  office,  by  letter  of  May  14, 1896,  declined  this  request  and  ruled 
that  applicant  be  allowed  sixty  days  to  begin  republication,  to  be 
accompanied  by  reposting  on  the  claim  and  in  the  local  office;  and 
claimant  was  also  required  to  furnish  evidence  that  the  mill-site  was 
used  or  occupied  for  mining  or  milling  purposes.  Thereupon  the  appli- 
cant appealed. 

It  is  shown  by  the  return  of  the  surveyor  that  there  were  no  improve- 
ments on  the  mill-site  and  that  it  was  over  13,000  feet  from  the  Silver 
Star  lode;  that  it  is  situated 

at  the  headwater  of  Cherry  or  GovernDient  creek  aud  at  a  spring  known  as  Indian 
Spring,  ....  It  is  the  intention  of  clniniants  to  pipe  the  water  to  their  consoH- 
dattid  claims,  a  distance  of  about  four  miles. 

Section  2337  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that  a  mill-site  maybe 
patented  with  a  lode  claim,  ''  subject  to  the  same  preliminary  require- 
ments as  to  survey  and  notice  as  are  applicable  to  veins  or  lodes;''  and 
paragraph  66  of  the  mining  circular  requires  that 

a  copy  of  the  plat  and  notice  of  application  for  patent  nuist  be  couspicnuusly  posted 
upon  the  mill-site  as  well  as  upon  the  vein  or  lode  for  the  statutory  period  of  sixty 
days. 

There  was  clearly  not  a  compliance  with  the  law  and  regulations  in 
the  case  at  bar,  and,  the  mill-site  being  at  such  a  distance  from  the 
lode  claim  where  the  notice  was  posted,  and  there  being  no  improve- 
ments on  it  by  which  it  might  be  associated  in  any  way  with  the  lode 
claim,  it  would  seem  as  if  this  was  not  such  a  case  as  can  be  referred 
to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication. 

In  the  New  York  Lode  case,  cited  by  counsel,  it  is  shown  "  that 
claimant  now  owns  two  lodes  contiguous  to  this  mill-site,  and  has 
expended  considerable  sums  of  money  on  each,  and  cannot  successfully 
work  them  without  this  mill-site."  It  will  be  seen  that  the  conditions 
that  pertain  in  the  case  at  bar  are  quite  different  from  those  that 
apparently  controlled  in  that  case. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therelbre  affirmed. 


r 
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MENXRAL  LAND-SCHOOL  GRANT— BTTDBNCK— BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 

State  of  Washington  t^.  MoBbide. 

In  proceeding  arising  between  a  mineral  claimant  and  a  State  claiming  under  the 
school  grant,  where  the  character  of  the  land  involved  is  in  issne,  and  the  evi- 
dence submitted  by  the  parties  is  unsatisfactory,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, on  his  own  motion,  with  due  notice  to  the  parties,  directs  a  mineral  expert, 
of  his  own  designatioa,  to  examine  the  land,  and  thereafter  appear  before  the 
local  office  and  testify  under  oath  as  to  the  result  of  such  investigation,  with 
full  opportunity  given  for  cross-examination,  and  no  objection  is  made  to  such 
direction  of  the  Secretary,  until  after  its  fi\ll  execution,  but  acquiescence  therein 
is  manifested  by  the  designation  of  a  particular  portion  of  the  land  for  exami- 
nation, the  te-stimony  of  such  expert,  so  given,  may  be  properly  considered 
together  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case. 

If  the  presumptive  mineral  character  of  land  is  based  upon  the  exploration  of  only 
one  portion  thereof,  the  burden  assumed  by  one  who  alleges  the  agricultural 
character  of  such  land  is  sustained  by  evidence  of  exploration  on  the  same  por- 
tion, sufficient  to  demonstrate  the  fact  of  its  non-mineral  character,  and  thereby 
overcome  the  effect  of  the  alleged  prior  exploration  and  discovery. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 
( W.  V.  D.)  ^,  1897.  (G.  C.  E.) 

This  case  involves  the  N.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  N.  t^  of  the  S.  t^  of 
the  NW.  i,  Sec.  16,  T.  20  N.,  E.  3  B.,  Olympia,  Washin^n. 

February  25, 1890,  John  G.  McBride  filed  mineral  application  No.  18, 
for  the  land  in  question,  embracing  six  placer  locations,  of  twenty 
acres  each,  all  located  September  23, 1889,  and  thereafter  sold  by  the 
locators  to  McBride.  His  application  for  patent  was  met  by  the  protest 
of  the  State  of  Washington  filed  during  the  period  of  publication. 

This  protest  asserted  that  the  land  was  a  part  of  the  State's  school 
grant,  that  it  contained  no  valuable  mineral  deposits,  that  the  mineral 
application  was  not  made  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
land  as  a  placer  mine,  but  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  title  thereto  on 
account  of  its  greater  value  as  surburban  property.  The  land  adjoins 
the  city  of  Tacoma  on  the  south,  and  the  protest  places  the  value  thereof 
at  more  than  $1000.00  per  acre. 

Upon  the  hearing  on  the  protest,  a  very  large  amount  of  evidence 
was  taken,  relating  to  the  alleged  mineral  character  of  the  land,  its 
comparative  value  for  mining,  agriculture,  and  tewn  lots,  the  methods 
to  be  employed  in  extracting  the  gold  from  the  ground,  the  cost  and 
difficulty  in  conveying  the  requisite  amount  of  water  to  the  land  for 
hydraulic  mining,  and  also  the  obstacles  to  be  overcome  in  disposing  of 
the  refuse  or  tailings,  and  in  obtaining  dumping  privileges.  This  evi- 
dence, together  with  the  testimony  addressed  to  the  State's  allegation 
of  fraud  on  McBride's  part,  made  one  of  the  largest  records  ever  brought 
to  this  Department.    The  register  and  receiver  held,  February  3, 1892 : 

After  a  thorough  consideration  of  the  testimony  we  are  convinced  that  the  tract  is 
entirely  valaeless  as  a  mining  ejaim.  The  tract,  niidoubt'Cdlyy  contains  particles  of 
flrold  in  small  quantities,  hut  the  testimony  in  this  case  shows  that  gold,  in  a  greater 
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or  less  quantity,  can  be  found  in  nearly  any  gravel  formation  in  western  Washington, 
and  that  the  tract  in  controversy  is  probably  very  little  richer  in  mineral,  than  many 

thousands  of  acres  of  similar  lands  in  this  State Even  were  it  shown  that 

this  tract  under  ordinary  circumstances  would  be  fairly  valuable  for  mining  par- 
poses,  still,  we  could  not  recommend  the  allowance  of  the  application,  considering 
the  great  difficulties  that  would  be  encountered  and  the  immense  amount  of  money 
that  would  be  required  to  be  expended  in  the  operation  of  the  mine. 

On  appeal,  your  office,  by  decision  dated  Janaary  4, 1893,  reversed 
that  action,  holding: 

The  testimony  for  the  State  is  of  a  negative  character,  while  that  of  claimant  is 
affirmative  and  positive,  therefore,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  the  greater  weight. 

•  «  «  «  «  •  * 

The  preponderance  of  evidence  shows  that  the  land  in  controversy  was,  at  the 
date  of  the  admission  of  the  State,  known  to  bear  gold,  that  as  a  present  fact  it  exists 
there  in  paying  quantities,  and  that  water  and  a  convenient  dump  with  sufficient 
fall  can  be  secured  to  successfully  work  the  claim  by  the  usual  method,  also  that  as 
a  present  fact  it  is  of  little  or  no  value  for  agricultural  or  horticultural  purposes, 
therefore,  the  land  did  not  pass  to  the  State,  but  is  excepted  from  the  grant  and 
subject  to  disposal  under  the  mining  laws. 

From  that  judgment  the  State  appealed,  and  the  Department  on 
March  17, 1894  (18  L.  D.,  199),  modified  your  said  office  decision  and 
ordered  a  second  hearing.  The  evidence  produced  at  the  first  hearing 
was  so  conflicting  and  unsatisfactory  that  the  Department  declined  to 
render  a  final  judgment  upon  the  record  then  before  it.  If  McBride 
and  his  witnesses  correctly  represented  the  facts,  the  land  was  mineral 
in  character,  and  was  subject  to  disposal  under  the  mineral  laws;  but 
if,  on  the  contrary,  the  State's  witnesses  accurately  disclosed  the  char- 
acter of  the  land,  it  was  not  mineral  and  had  passed  to  the  State  under 
the  school  grant.  Both  the  purpose  and  the  scope  of  the  second  hear- 
ing are  shown  by  the  following  extracts  from  the  departmental  deci- 
sion ordering  the  same : 

The  principal  question  in  this  controversy  is,  whether  there  exist  upon  the  claims 
as  a  present  fact,  deposits  of  gold,  or  other  mineral,  in  paying  quantities,  by  which 
mast  be  meant  such  quantities  as,  in  view  of  the  physical  difficulties  to  be  overcome, 
would  justify  mining.  It  is  shown  that  if  such  deposits  do  exist,  it  is  only  by  the 
hydraulic  process  that  the  mine  can  bo  successfully  worked. 

Is  such  a  process  feasible  in  this  case,  and  does  it  promise  such  results  as  would 
warrant  its  introduction  f 

The  hydraulic  process  of  mining  is  the  more  modern  method.  It  is  employed  in 
California  and  other  mining  States.  By  this  x>i^ocess  great  banks  of  gravel  are 
washed  down,  the  debris  carried  away  in  flumes,  and  the  gold  caught  therein,  by 
means  of  quicksilver  and  riffles  (wooden  blocks)  placed  in  the  upper  part  of  the 
flumes.  Gravel  deposits,  which  would  not  pay  wages  by  the  earlier  system  of  pan- 
ning or  rocking,  are  found  very  profitable  in  hydraulic  mining  where  large  banks  of 
auriferous  deposits  are  run  through  the  flumes  and  the  gold  arrested.  The  employ- 
ment of  this  process  requires  the  use  of  an  adequate  supply  of  water,  and  a  place  for 
depositing  the  debris.  Without  these  facilities,  a  placer  mine  of  the  character  Just 
described  is  practically  valueless. 

If  it  be  admitted  that  gold  exists  on  the  claim  in  considerable  quantities  (a  question 
hereinafter  referred  to),  still,  if  it  were  shown  at  the  hearing  that  it  is  impossible 
or  even  impracticable  to  obtain  a  sufficient  volume  of  water  for  the  necessary  wash- 
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iug  away  of  the  gravel  deposits,  or  a  sufficient  area  of  ground  at  a  proper  distance 
and  depreasion  on  which  to  deposit  'tailings/  the  mine  would  he  valueless. 

■«  «  •  .  «  «  «  • 

I  think  the  evidence  as  a  whole  shows  that  a  sufficient  supply  of  water  may  be 
obtained,  and  the  wisdom  of  making  the  necessary  expenditure  to  obtain  that  sup- 
ply depends  entirely  upon  the  richness  or  character  of  the  mine. 

•  «  •  •  •  I*  » 

The  same  considerations  obtain  as  to  the  question  of  the  disposition  of  the  debris 
from  the  mine. 

*  •«■«*•• 

All  the  difficulties  so  earnestly  and  ably  urged  can  be  overcome,  if  the  gold  exists 
in  anything  like  the  quantities  alleged. 

The  single  question  of  the  value  and  extent  of  the  alleged  deposits  remains  to  be 
determined,  and  a  hearing  for  that  purpose  is  necessary. 

The  land  should  be  thoroughly  prospected,  ....  When  the  tests  are  completed, 
the  State,  having  the  burden  of  proof  to  show  the  non-mineral  quality,  will  present 
its  testimony,  after  which  claimant  may  offer  his  testimony  in  rebuttal  and,  in  addi- 
tion thereto,  any  further  testimony  he  may  have  to  sustain  his  averments  as  to  the 
mineral  quality  of  the  land. 

The  second  hearing  was  had  before  the  register  and  receiver  and 
lasted  from  the  5th  to  the  26th  of  September,  1894.  The  evidence 
taken  at  tliis  hearing  is  also  voluminous  and  has  greatly  increased  the 
already  bulky  record  in  the  case.  Upon  this  hearing  the  local  office, 
on  November  17, 1894,  recommended  that  the  protest  of  the  State  be 
dismissed,  saying: 

When  we  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  non- 
mineral  quality  of  the  land  is  upon  the  State  and  that  the  State  in  order  to  establish 
its  claim  must  show  the  non-existence  of  mineral  in  such  quantities  as  to  justify 
expenditures  in  the  effort  to  extract  it,  hence  we  are  constrained  to  find  that  the 
State,  though  it  has  used  extraordinary  effort  and  expense  and  has  brought  on  the 
witness  stand  a  very  learned  geologist  and  mineralogist  and  expert  assay ist,  and  has 
with  pains  and  care  tabulated  the  results  of  its  investigations,  and  presented  its 
side  of  the  case  with  learned  and  painstaking  attorneys,  has  failed  to  establish  the 
fact  that  the  land  involved  is  non-mineral  in  quality.  It  is  a  well  known  fact  that 
though  the  science  of  mineralogy  and  geolog3'  has  progressed  to  an  advanced  state, 
yet  the  element  of  chance  has  by  no  means  been  eliminated  in  practical  prospecting 
and  mining  and  it  is  the  rule  rather  than  the  exception,  that  where  a  large  number 
of  men  may  prospect  the  same  territory  some  may  find  'pay-dirt,'  while  a  far  larger 
number  will  fail,  and  we  must  bear  in  mind  that  in  the  present  case  the  State  was 
assiduously  looking  for  something  that  it  was  not  to  its  interest  to  find,  aud  that 
while  the  most  of  its  investigations  showed  very  small  results,  yet  more  or  less  gold 
was  found,  and  is  it  not  probable  the  small  results  of  gold  were  due  to  chance  or 
failure  to  go  deep  enough  to  where  the  investigation  showed  the  richer  deposits  weref 

On  apx>eal,  your  office,  by  decision  dated  February  5, 1895,  affirmed 
that  action,  saying: 

By  the  order  directing  the  hearing  the  State  was  advised  that  as  the  party  con- 
testant it  devolved  upon  it  to  show  that  the  land  applied  for  is  in  fact  non-mineral 
in  character. 

In  order  to  do  this  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  gold  does  not  exist  on  the  claim. 
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and  each  location  thereof,  in  such  quantities,  as,  in  viow  of  the  physical  difiBcnlties 
in  obtaining  it,  would  under  the  circumstances,  render  it  profitable  to  mine  the 

same. 

•  •  •  •  •  •  * 

All  the  evidence  in  this  case  together  with  the  exhibits  submitted,  and  the  briefs 
and  argument  of  counsel  have  been  carefully  considered,  and  I  conclude  that  con- 
testant, has  failed  to  overcome  the  presumption  attaching  to  the  mineral  application 
herein. 

A  further  appeal  brought  the  case  here. 

The  evidence  produced  at  the  two  hearings,  by  the  respective  parties, 
was  contradictory  in  the  extreme.  Attempts  were  made  by  each  party 
to  discredit  the  explorations  made,  and  the  evidence  offered  by,  the 
other.  It  was  impossible  to  reconcile  these  conflicts  upon  the  theory 
that  both  parties  were  acting  in  good  faith  and  that  the  witnesses  were 
endeavoring  to  tell  the  truth  as  they  understood  it.  In  view  of  this 
highly  unsatisfactory  condition,  and  considering  the  danger  of  arriving 
at  and  announcing  a  conclusion  which  would  not  be  according  to  the 
real  facts,  Secretary  Smith,  on  June  15, 1895,  while  the  case  was  being 
considered  upon  the  record  then  made,  temporarily  suspended  such 
consideration  and  upon  his  own  motion  directed  Mr.  Waldermar  Lind- 
gren,  assistant  geologist  in  the  Geological  Survey,  to  proceed  to  the 
land  in  question,  examine  the  same  and  give  the  result  of  such  exami- 
nation. This  direction  was  made  in  the  following  letter  of  instructions: 

Washington,  June  15, 1895. 
W.  LiNDGREX,  Esq., 

Geological  Survey, 

Sir:  You- will  proceed  to  Tacoma,  Washington,  and  there  make  an  examination  of 
the  N.  i  of  the  N  W.  i  and  the  N.  i  of  the  S.  i  of  the  N  W.  i.  Sec.  16,  T.  20  N.,  R.  3  E., 
Olyrapia  land  district,  in  said  State,  upon  which  John  G.  McBride  filed  mineral 
application  No.  18,  February  25,  1890.  You  will  investigate  the  six  locations  (twenty 
acres  each)  on  said  lands  by  taking  material  from  the  undisturbed  ground,  at  diflferent 
elevations  on  each  location.  You  will  take  such  an  amount  of  the  material  from  each 
of  said  locations  as  will  enable  you  to  ascertain  the  character  of  the  alleged  mine, 
and  to  give  an  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  material  is  sufficiently  rich  in  anrifer- 
ous  deposits  to  yield  a  profit  to  the  miner.  To  ascertain  this  fact,  yon  will,  without 
aid  or  interference  from  others,  take  the  undisturbed  gravel  from  different  elevations 
on  each  of  the  six  locations,  pan  the  material  bo  taken,  save  the  concentratee,  and 
determine  therefrom  (by  assay,  if  necessary)  the  amount  and  character  of  the  gold 
per  cubic  yard  of  the  material  so  treated.  Yon  will  keep  the  results  found  on  each 
location  separately,  and  make  such  memoranda  as  will  enable  you  to  state  at  what 
elevations  the  material  was  taken,  huw  much  gravel  was  panned  from  each  location, 
and  how  much  gold  was  found.  You  will  also  summarize  the  results,  to  enable  yon 
to  give  the  general  average  as  to  the  number  of  cents  of  gold  per  cnbic  yard  of  the 
whole  amount  of  material  treated. 

Yon  are  authorized  to  employ  a  sufficient  force  of  laborers  to  assist  you  in  the 
removal  of  the  debris  from  the  face  of  the  gravel  to  be  examined,  but  in  all  cases  you 
will  personally  remove  from  the  ground  the  material  for  examination  and  wiU, 
unaidecl,  pan  the  results,  and  determine  the  values.  No  one  should  be  permitted  to 
be  in  such  close  proximity  as  to  make  it  possible  to  cast  a  doubt  upon  the  results 
reached,  and  if,  in  any  case,  by  accident  or  design,'yon  find  that  any  one  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  falsify  the  results,  yon  will  take  no  cognizance  of  the  material  then 
being  treated,  and  obtain  new  gravel  for  further  examination. 
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When  you  shall  have  completed  the  investigation  of  the  alleged  mine,  yon  will 
give  testimony  before  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  results  found,  as  per  these 
instructions. 

Yon  will  also  give  five  days'  notice  to  McBride,  and  also  to  the  representatives  of 
the  State,  as  to  when  your  testimony  will  be  given.  After  you  shall  have  submitted 
your  testimony,  full  opportunity  will  be  given  both  sides  for  cross-examination. 

When  completed,  the  testimony  will  be  at  once  forwarded  direct  to  this  Depart- 
ment, to  be  considered  with  the  record  now  made. 
Very  respectfully^ 

(signed)    Hoke  Smith, 

Secretary, 

Full  notice  that  this  action  was  contemplated  had  been  theretofore 
given  to  both  parties  by  the  Secretary's  letters  of  June  6,  to  their 
respective  attorneys,  and  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  iustraction  of  June 
15,  was  seasonably  transmitted  to  such  attorneys.  Notwithstanding 
this  notice,  no  protest  against,  or  objection  to,  the  proposed  action  was 
made  by  either  party  until  after  the  Secretary's  directions  had  been 
fally  executed,  as  hereinafter  shown. 

Complying  with  his  letter  of  instruction  Mr,  Lindgren  began  his 
examination  of  the  land  in  question  July  10,  and  completed  the  same 
July  24,  1895.  After  giving  the  requisite  notice  thereof,  as  directed  in 
such  letter  of  instruction,  Mr.  Lindgren,  on  July  29,  appeared  before 
the  register  and  receiver  at  the  local  land  office  and  gave  testimony 
concerning  his  examination  of  the  land  and  the  results  thereof.  At 
that  tinae  both  parties  were  represented  by  counsel.  Mr.  Lindgren, 
after  being  duly  sworn,  and  in  the  presence  of  such  counsel,  testified 
that  in  pursuance  of  his  letter  of  instruction  he  had  made  an  examina- 
tion of  the  land  in  question,  had  embodied  the  results  of  that  exami- 
nation in  a  written  report,  and,  producing  such  report,  stated  that  it 
contained  a  true  history  and  account  of  such  examination  and  its 
results.  This  report  was  then  received  in  evidence  without  objection 
and,  after  some  cross  examination  by  counsel  for  the  State,  the  record 
recites: 

Thereupon  the  attorneys  for  the  respective  parties  having  no  further  questions 
to  offer,  the  taking  of  testimony  is  closed. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Lindgren,  with  the  accompanying  report,  was 
then  transmitted  to  the  Department  to  be  considered  with  the  record 
theretofore  made.  The  more  material  portions  of  this  report  are  as 
follows: 

GENERAL  RESULTS. 

The  land  in  question  ....  contains  only  an  extremely  small  amount  of  gold 
and  is  of  no  value  for  miniug  purposes: 

TOPOGRAPHY  OF  THE  CLAIMS. 

The  claims  are  laid  out  on  a  roughly  level  plateau  whose  surface  is  approximately 
350  feet  above  sea  level  and  rises  southward.  Two  V  shaped  gulches  extend  north- 
ward j  one  the  middle  gulch  traversing  the  six  claims  not  far  from  their  eastern  end; 
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tlie  otber,  the  west  gnlch,  skirting  the  western  ends  of  claims  No.  I  and  2  and  5  and 
6  only.  The  surface  of  the  plateau  is  composed  of  coarse  gravel  and  sand.  The 
thickness  of  this  stratum  and  the  character  and  thioknessof  the  subjacent  materials 
are  to  be  observed  only  in  the  steep  slopes  of  the  two  gulches  or  in  shafts  sunk  for 
the  purpose.  At  the  northern  edge  of  claim  No.  1  the  middle  gulch  is  about  150  feet 
deep.  The  lowest  bed  visible  on  the  claims  is  seen  at  this  point  in  the  tunnel  1,  by 
the  lower  dam.  The  steep  slopes  of  the  middle  gulch  afford  ample  opportunity  for 
ascertaining  the  character  of  the  deposits  above  this.  ^ 


TESTING  OF  THE  GRAVEL  DEPOSITS. 

The  method  employed  has  been  that  of  drifting,  at  different  elevations,  short  dis- 
tances into  the  hill-sides  until  undisturbed  strata  were  reached.  The  tunnels  are 
from  four  to  ten  feet  long  and  five  to  six  feet  high.  Usually  no  trouble  was  experi- 
enced in  finding  undisturbed  strata,  though  the  formations  include  quicksand,  and 
land  slides  have  occurred.  I  adopted  the  method  of  sampling  which  I  would  have 
used  if  requested  to  determine  the  value  of  the  claim  for  a  prospective  investor;  but 
I  sampled  the  claims  much  more  thoroughly  and  have  been  more  scrupulously  care- 
ful in  panning  than  would  have  been  necessary  simply  to  ascertain  the  value  for  a 
]>urchaser.  Both  the  middle  and  west  gulches  have  been  tested  in  this  manner. 
Most  of  the  earlier  developments  were  made  along  the  middle  gulch  and  in  this  the 
majority  of  my  tunnels  also  are  located.  The  positions  of  the  drifts  have  been 
chosen  with  care  fully  to  represent  each  claim,  thoroughly  to  cover  the  entire  work- 
able thickness  of  gravels  and  fairly  to  test  again  localities  worked  in  previous 
investigations. 

Thirteen  of  my  tunnels  are  located  on  claim  No.  1  which  offers  the  best  and  deep- 
est exposures  of  the  auriferous  material.  Of  these  thirteen,  Nos.  1,  28,  29  <&  30.  are 
loi-ated  one  above  another  between  the  old  tunnel  at  the  dam  and  the  State's  shaft 
No.  2.  Three  others,  (Nos.  2,  3  &  4)  were  driven  further  south  on  claim  No.  1  in  the 
cut  from  which  Mc.Bride  took  870  cubic  yards  of  gravel.  Two  tunnels,  (Nos.  5  &  6) 
were  located  still  on  claim  1  higher  up  on  the  western  slope  and  one,  (No.  37)  in  the 
top  gravel  on  Pacific  Avenue.  Three  tunnels  were  located  in  the  west  gulch  at  high; 
middle  and  low  elevations. 

On  claim  No.  2  there  are  six  tunnels ;  Nos.  7  &.  8,  are  near  the  pump  house  of  the 
hospital  in  the  bottom,  Nos.  9  and  11  are  about  30  feet  above  the  stream  on  the  went 
side,  No.  12  is  high  up  on  the  eastern  side-all  in  the  middle  gulch,  and  34  on  the 
west  gulch. 

Claim  No.  3  contains  six  tunnels  located  in  the  middle  giilch,  as  shown  on  the  map, 
(Exhibit  Nos.  4  &.  5).  Claim  No.  4  contains  six  tunnels  as  shown  on  the  map. 
Claim  No.  5  contains  three  tunnels,  as  shown  on  the  map,  one  of  which  is  located  on 
the  west  gulch.  Claim  No.  6  contains  four  tunnels,  as  shown  on  the  map,  one  of 
which  also  is  located  in  the  west  gulch. 

METHOD  OF  SAMPLING. 

All  samples  were  taken  to  represent  the  entire  face  of  the  tunnel  freshly  exposed 
by  myself.  With  a  small  pick  I  loosened  the  gravel  or  sand,  and  caught  it  in  the 
pan,  from  which  I  poured  it  into  strong  canvass  bags.  I  took  all  the  materiail  repre- 
sentod  in  the  face,  and  all  kinds  proportionately  to  their  occurrence,  without  selec- 
tion, except  that  where  two  or  more  strata  appeared  the  samples  of  each  were 
usually  kept  distinct  and  separately  noted.  The  samples  were  carried  to  the  pan- 
ning place  in  the  canvass  bags  by  myself  and  my  assistants  under  my  supervision. 
The  openings,  the  samples,  and  the  sample  bags  and  pans  were  constantly  so  guarded 
that  no  one  could  have  fraudulently  influenced  the  result.  But  throughout  the 
examination  of  the  claims,  there  has  been  no  ground  for  suspecting  such  an  attempt. 
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MKTHOto  OF  WASHING.. 

All  the  pans  were  carefally  washed  by  znyBelf.  The  tailinp^s  from  the  InRt  part  of 
each  pan  were  canght  in  another  pan  and  washed  over  a^ain  to  guard  against  ])o8- 
Bible  loss.  In  three  instai  ccs  only  was  a  color  fonnd  in  the  tailings.  The  extremely 
smnl]  size  of  the  colors  nsually  obtained  attests  the  reliability  of  the  panning,  and 
it  is  not  possible  that  any  larger  colors  could  have  escaped  notice.  The  results  from 
each  pan  were  noted  separately.    In  all,  211  pans  were  washed  from  37  openings. 

CHARACTER  OF  THE  GOLD. 

Only  one  kind  of  gold  has  been  found.  It  is  extremely  fine,  floury,  and  flaky  and 
will  easily  float  on  water  when  dry.  The  largest  color  found  weighed  about  0.05  of 
a  milligramme  or  0.004  of  a  cent,  and  the  smallest  colors  are  almost  of  microscopic 
size.  The  average  size  calculated  from  the  assays  is  0.015  of  a  milligramme,  or  0.001 
of  a  cent.  The  largest  yield  found  in  any  one  pan  was  at  the  rate  of  0.8  of  a  cent 
per  cubic  yard.  The  largest  yield  in  any  tunnel  was  from  No.  36  on  claim  No.  5, 
west  gulch,  where  gold  at  the  rate  of  0.227  of  a  cent  was  found  in  five  pans,  or  from 
No.  12  ou  claim  No.  2  where  the  yield  may  have  been  nearly  0.3  cents  per  cubic  yard, 
as  explained  in  the  tests. 

The  rei)ort  then  stcites  in  detail  the  locfition  and  elevation  of  each 
tunnel,  the  character  of  the  gravel  or  dirt  found,  the  quantity  of 
material  panned,  and  the  amount  of  gold  therein^  after  which  the 
report  proceeds : 

Summary. 


Claims. 

Tannels. 

Pans. 

Colors. 

Values  determined. 
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12 

6 
6 
6 
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4:    
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0.227   "      **        "        *• 

6 

0.130   "       "        "        " 
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These  results  show  a  fairly  regular  proportion  of  approximately  one  color  to  every 
other  pan.  Such  a  comparative  uniformity  of  the  results  indicates  a  general  distri- 
bution of  the  gold  prcBent  and  the  absence  of  rich  paystreaks.  The  average  value 
]>er  cubic  yard  represented  by  these  samples  could  be  calculated  from  the  data  given 
above,  were  such  a  determination  worth  while..  It  is  clearly  apparent  from  the 
resultn  that  this  average  value  is  considerably  less  than  one  cent  per  cubic  yard;  it 
probably  lies  in  the  neighborhood  of  0.1  of  a  cent  per  cubic  yard.  The  lowest  value 
at  which  a  claim  in  this  situation  could  profitably  be  worked  is  about  5  or  6  cents 
per  cubic  yard. 

In  a  gravel  mass  of  this  kind  each  gulch  acts  as  a  concentrating  apparatus  or  a 
sluice  and  in  the  bottom  of  it  somewhat  richer  gravel  may  be  found  as  secondary 
accumulations.  In  considering  the  tenor  of  the  whole  mass  these  small  secondary 
concentrates  are  of  no  importance. 

After  referring  to  the  geological  formation  of  this  land  and  the  sur- 
rounding country,  the  report  proceeds: 

All  of  these  geological  considerations  bear  out  the  results  stated  above  as  to  the 
chara<5ler  and  amount  of  gold  found.    They  tend  to  confirm  the  conclusion  that  the 
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claim  does  not  contain  gold  in  snfficient  qnantities  to  Jnstify  mining.  Aside  from 
all  theories,  however,  this  conclnsion  is  one  of  fact  definitely  proved  by  the  num- 
ber and  character  of  the  samples,  the  results  of  panning  and  the  care  taken  to 
insure  correct  results. 

On  October  15,  1895,  McBride,  through  his  counsel,  protested  in 
writing  against  the  consideration  of  this  report  of  Mr.  Lindgren,  con- 
tending in  etfect:  First,  that  an  ex  parte  investigation  and  report 
should  not  be  received  and  permitted  to  change  the  preponderance,  or 
affect  the  legal  force,  of  the  evidence  taken;  second,  McBride  had  not 
been  permitted  to  show  by  competent  evidence  that  the  methods  of 
investigation  followed  by  Mr.  Lindgren  were  crude,  insufficient,  and 
unreliable;  and  third,  that  the  opportunity  afforded  McBride  to  cross 
examine  Mr.  Lindgren  before  the  register  and  receiver  was  not  equiv- 
alent to  having  a  day  in  court  and  an  opportunity  to  defend  against 
such  report  when  Mr.  Lindgren 

chose  the  places  on  the  claims  for  testing  the  dirt,  dug  the  dirt  and  tested  it,  with- 
out the  rif^ht  or  power  of  McBride  to  see,  interfere  or  object  thereto. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  report  of  Mr.  Lindgren,  the  objections  of 
McBride  thereto,  and  the  evidence  theretofore  taken  in  the  case,  Secre- 
tary Smith  on  November  30,  1895,  issued  the  following  second  letter  of 
instruction  to  Mr.  Lindgren: 

Washington,  D.  C,  Nov.  SO,  l89o. 
Mr.  W.  LiNiXJRKN, 

Geological  Survey, 

Srii:  On  June  15,  1895,  you  were  directed  to  proceed  to  Taconia,  Washinfj^ton,  and 
there  make  an  exauiiuutiou  of  the  N.  ^  of  the  N\V.  \  and  the  N.  \  of  the  S.  \  of  tlie 
NW.  i,  Sec.  16,  T.  20  N.,  R.  3  E.,  Olympla  land  district,  in  said  State,  with  r«*ference 
to  the  character  of  an  alle^^ed  placer  mine  thereon  upon  which  John  G.  McBride  Hied 
mineral  application  No.  18,  Fehrnary  25,  1890. 

You  were  directed  to  invest i;;ate  the  six  locations  (twenty  acres  each)  on  said 
lands  hy  tnking  material  from  the  undisturbed  ground  at  ditlcront  elevations  on  (N'ich 
location,  and  ascertain  therefnuu  the  character  of  the  alleged  mine,  with  a  view  to 
giving  your  oj)inion  as  to  whetlier  or  not  the  material  is  sufficiently  rich  in  anrifer- 
oiis  deposits  to  yield  a  profit  to  the  miner. 

Specific  directions  wore  given  you  as  to  your  methods  of  procedure,  and  yon  were 
directed  to  give  testimony  before  the  Register  and  Receiver  as  to  the  resultn  found 
at  the  close  of  your  investigation,  after  having  given  due  notice  of  such  examination 
to  McBride  and  the  State,  with  opportunity  to  both  sides  lor  full  croHS-exainination. 

It  appears  from  documents  now  before  me  that,  in  pursuance  of  your  instructions, 
you  spent  fifteen  days  in  making  an  examination  and  investigation  of  said  alleged 
mine,  and  that  you  appeared  before  the  Register  at  Olympia,  Washington,  on  the 
29th  day  of  July,  1895,  and  there  gave  your  testimony  in  the  presence  of  a  represent- 
ative of  both  the  State  and  McBride.  A  report,  date<l  July  27,  1895,  prepared  by 
you  and  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  giving  your  method  of  tenting 
the  gravel  deposits  of  the  land,  the  general  results  reached,  and  your  opinion  of  the 
value  of  the  allegetl  mine,  was  submitted  to  counsel  on  each  side,  and,  without 
objection,  the  same  was  admitted  in  evidence. 

I  have  carefully  examined  this  report,  and  find  the  same  of  nnich  value  in  arriv,ing 
at  a  true  solution  of  the  controversy.  Yon  appear  to  have  examined  and  trentotl 
gravel  from  diflerent  elevations  on  the  six  locations,  but  in  eaieh  instance  the  quan- 
tity treated  (about  five  pans  to  the  tunnel)  is  quite  small,  and  the  whole  amount  of 
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gravel  examined  (being  211  pans  or  If  cubic  yards),  while  coDcliisiye  as  far  as  it 
goes,  is  yet  too  meager  in  my  judgment  to  rest  the  case  npou  that  limited  quantity. 

You  will  therefore  immediately  return  to  the  land,  and  make  further  examination. 
Inasmuch  as  McBride  claims  to  have  taken  870  cubic  yards  of  gravel  ft'om  an  open 
cut  on  claim  No.  1,  and  obtained  therefrom  an  average  of  10|  cents  of  gold  to  the 
cubic  yard,  yon  are  directed  to  proceed  to  the  same  locality  and  there  make  addi- 
tional investigations  from  undisturbed  gravel  in  the  same  open  cut.  To  avoid  all 
misunderstanding  as  to  the  situation  of  said  '^open  cut**,  yon  will  give  McBride  or 
his  attorney  the  privilege  of  designating  that  place,  and  its  limits. 

You  will  take  not  less  than  six  cubic  yards  of  gravel  (working  either  in  open  cuts 
or  tunnels  as  you  may  think  best),  so  arranged  as  to  obtain  an  average  of  all  the 
material  exposed  between  the  lowest  accessible  level  and  the  highest  point  of  the 
cut  as  left  by  McBride  and  across  its  width. 

You  are  authorized  to  employ  a  sufficient  force  of  laborera  to  assist  yon  in  the 
removal  of  the  debris  from  the  face  of  the  graver  to  be  examined;  you  are  also 
anthorized  to  employ  a  competent  assistant,  who,  with  yourself,  will  remove  all  the 
material  from  the  ground  for  examination.  Yourself  and  assistant  will  pan  the 
material,  save  the  concentrates,  and  determine  therefrom  (by  assay,  if  necessary,) 
the  amount  and  character  of  the  gold  per  cubic  yard  of  the  whole  amount  of  mate- 
rial (at  least  six  cubic  yards)  so  treated.  If  in  your  judgment  greater  accuracy  may 
be  reached  by  engaging  the  services  of  an  assayer,  you  may  make  such  engagement, 
but  in  that  event  he  also  must  testify. 

No  one  should  be  permitted  to  be  in  such  close  proximity  as  to  make  it  possible  to 
cast  a  donlit  upon  the  results  reached ;  and  if  in  any  case,  by  accident  or  design, 
you  tind  tliat  any  one  has  had  an  opportunity  to  falsify  the  results,  you  will  cast 
aside  the  material  then  being  treated,  and  obtain  new  gravel  for  further  examination. 

When  you  shall  have  completed  the  investigation  in  the  locality  designated,  you 

will  give  testimony  before  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  results  found,  as  per 

these  instructions.    Yon  will  also  give  tive  days'  notice  to  McBride  or  his  counsel, 

and  also  to  the  representatives  of  the  State,  as  to  when  your  testimony  will  be  given. 

After  yon  shall  have  submitted  your  testimony,  full  opportunity  will  be  given  both 

sides  for  cross-examination.    Your  assistant,  laborers,  or  attendants,  and  the  assayer 

(should  you  elect  to  engage  one),  may  be  called  by  either  side  for  examination. 

When  completed,  the  testimony  will  be  forwarded  by  the  register  to  this  Department 

to  be  considered  with  the  record  now  made. 

Very  respectfully, 

(Signed)    Hoke  Smith,  Secretary. 

Notice  of  the  issuing  of  this  letter  of  instruction  was  seasonably 
given  to  counsel  for  both  parties,  but  no  objection  to  the  contemplated 
action  was  made  by  McBride  until  after  the  Secretary's  instructions 
had  been  fully  executed,  as  hereinafter  shown.  Before  this  last  direc- 
tion was  carried  into  effect,  the  State  protested  against  the  further 
exploration  contemplated  and  requested  that  the  order  be  so  modified 
as  to  avoid  the  objection  of  the  State  thereto.  This  objection  was 
substantially  stated  in  a  written  protest  as  follows: 

The  claimant  is  given  the  privilege  of  designating  the  exact  spot  from  which  the 
gravel  is  to  be  taken  find  to  mark  its  limits.  Under  these  circumstances,  we  insist 
that  it  is  impossible  to  prevent  the  fraudulent  introduction  of  gold  into  the  gravel 
to  be  examined  without  the  possibility  of  detecting  the  fraud,  excepting  by  the 
proof  that  the  gold  found  in  other  places  in  the  vicinity  is  of  different  character  and 
of  leas  amonnt. 

This  protest  was  duly  considered  but  it  was  believed  that  the  instruc- 
tions contained  in  the  order,  would  insure  the  examination  of  only 
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antouched  gravel  and  the  prayer  for  the  modification  was  not  granted. 

The  letter  of  November  30, 1895,  authorized  Mr.  Lindgren  to  employ 
one  assistant  to  aid  him  in  making  the  required  examination,  but 
authority  was  later  given  by  the  Secretary  for  the  employment  of  two 
assistants. 

After  complying  with  the  last  letter  of  instruction  and  giving  the 
requisite  notice  to  counsel  for  both  parties,  Mr.  Lindgren  appeared 
before  the  register  and  receiver  at  the  local  land  office  January  10, 1896, 
and  gave  testimony  concerning  his  second  examination  of  the  land  in 
question  and  the  results  thereof.  At  that  time  the  State  wa«  repre- 
sented by  counsel  but  there  was  no  appearance  on  behalf  of  McBride. 
Mr.  Lindgren,  after  being  duly  sworn,  testified  that  he  had  made  the 
examination  required  by  the  second  letter  of  instruction  and  had  incor- 
porated the  results  thereof  in  a  written  report;  that  the  examination 
was  impartially  made  and  that  the  report  contained  a  true  account  of 
such  examination  and  the  results  thereof.  The  two  assistants,  John 
Malmberg  and  Joseph  Medlyn,  who  aided  Mr.  Lindgren  in  this  exami- 
nation, were  then  sworn  and  testified,  in  substance,  that  they  were 
experienced  miners;  that  they  had  made  a  careful  examination  of  this 
ground ;  that  there  was  not  sufficient  gold  therein  to  make  a  paying 
mine  thereof;  that  they  had  read  Mr.  Lindgren's  report  and  that  it 
correctly  stated  the  panning  done  by  them.  This  evidence,  with  Mr. 
Lindgren's  last  report,  was  then  transmitted  to  the  Department  to  be 
considered  with  the  record  theretofore  made.  The  more  material 
portions  of  this  report  are  as  follows : 

On  Dec.  13  Mr.  Paul  de  Ileirry,  local  connsel  for  MoBride  met  me  and  proceeded 
with  me  to  the  locality  to  bo  investij^ated.  The  limits  of  the  McBride  ont  he  desig- 
nated as  follows :  Beginning  at  tnnnel  No.  2,  claim  No.  1  of  previous  report  and 
extending  30  feet  nearly  due  north  along  the  bank  on  the  west  side  of  Gallaghers 
Gulch.  The  lowest  place  he  fixed  in  the  bottom  of  the  cut,  which  is  separated  by 
an  8  foot  high  narrow  ridge  from  the  creek,  and  which  had  very  nearly  the  samo 
level  as  the  creek.  This  lowest  level  is  8  feet  below  the  fioor  of  the  old  tunnel  2, 
the  elevation  of  which  was  fixed  in  the  former  report  at  210  feet  above  the  sea. 
Regarding  the  upper  limit  of  the  cut,  Mr.  de  Heirry  was  in  some  donbt  bnt  thought 
it  might  have  extended  np  as  far  as  11  or  12  feet  above  the  tunnel  referred  to.  This 
would  make  the  total  height  of  the  cut  18  or  19  feet.  If  the  cnt  extended  np  as  high 
as  this  it  must  originally  have  had  a  roughly  triangular  shape,  most  material  being 

taken  from  the  lower  level,  and  least  from  the  highest. 

«  «  «  *  •  •  • 

METHOD  OP  WORK. 

I  determined  to  open  the  cnt  by  means  of  three  tunnels  drifting  from  10  to  15  feet 
back  in  the  solid  bank  and  then  branching  to  the  right  and  left,  in  order  to  obtain 
complete  samples  of  the  whole  extent  of  the  cut.  It  was  decided  to  take  most 
material  from  the  lowest  tunnel,  somewhat  less  from  the  second  and  least  from  the 
highest  and  third,  as  very  little,  if  any,  gravel  could  have  been  obtained  from  that 
level.  The  location  of  the  tunnels  and  the  pluce  and  amounts  of  sample  taken,  in 
pans,  are  noted  on  the  map  attached  to  this  report,  (Exhibit  ''A").  The  tunnels 
are  located  close  together,  with  a  vertical  distance  of  6  or  7  feet  between  each;  the 
height  is  not  less  than  G  feet,  the  average  ^vidth  2  feet  2  inches.    The  location  ot 
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the  tannels  and  the  general  aspect  of  the  place  are  illnstrated  by  a  photograph 
(Exhibit  "B").  The  lowest  tunnel  is  referred  to  as  "A",  the  middle  as  "B",  and 
the  highest  as  *'C",  In  all  abont  100  feet  of  tnnnels  were rno,  progress  being  rapid 
and  no  timbering  necessary,  except  in  the  approach  to  "A''.  Nobody  but  myself 
and  my  two  assistants  was  allowed  to  enter  the  tunnels  and  at  night  time  they  were 
closecl  by  a  door  and  securely  looked. 

METHOD  OF  SAMPLING. 

NVlien  the  tnnnels  had  been  driven  to  a  place  at  which  it  was  decided  to  take  a 
sample  the  face  was  squared  up  and  the  bottom  cleaned.  Then  the  gravel  was 
picked  down  evenly  over  the  whole  face,  the  material  shovelled  into  a  wheelbarrow, 
taken  out  to  the  panning  place  just  outside  of  the.  tnnnels  and  washed.  Where  the 
tnnnel  carried  water  a  suitable  piece  of  wood  was  placed  in  front  of  the  sample  so 
as  to  guard  against  any  gold  washing  away. 

METHOD  OF  PANNING. 

The  panning  was  done  by  myself  and  my  assistants  in  the  most  careful  and  pains- 
taking manner  possible.  The  concentrates  of  each  jpan,  were  examined  so  as  to 
make  absolotely  sure  of  the  character,  size  and  number  of  colors  obtained.  The 
colors  were  not  counted,  but  notes  were  taken  of  the  approximate  average  numbers 
fonnd.  The  colors  found  were  brushed  off  with  some  black  sand  and  the  rest  of  the 
black  sand  repeatedly  examined  for  colors.  The  concentrates  from  the  three  tunnels 
were  kept  separately,  and  afterwards  by  slow  and  careful  work  re-concentrated  to 
a  small  bulk,  consisting  of  about  one-tenth  gold  (in  volume)  and  nine-tenths 
black  sand. 

A  test  of  six  cubic  yards  means  a  practical  working  test.  To  wash  these  six  cubic 
yards  by  the  pan  means  the  use  of  the  most  accurate  method  known  for  saving 
placer  gold — a  method  by  means  of  which  practically  all  that  the  gravel  contains 
can  be  saved;  in  rockers  or  sluices  a  large  percentage  of  the  finest  colors  are  invari- 
ably lost. 

METHOD  OF  DETERMINING  THE  GOLD. 

To  collect  and  weigh  the  gold  by  simply  separating  it  by  water  from  the  black 
sand  is  well  nigh  impossible,  as  the  dry  colors  form  almost  impalpable  dust  or 
minute  flakes  very  apt  to  be  lost  and  all  floating  easily  on  water.  This  being  a  prac- 
tical working  test  I  thought  it  suitable  to  employ  the  process  mostly  used  in 
practice,  i.  e.,  the  amalgamation.  The  amalgamation  was  done  by  myself  in  the 
laboratory  of  Mr.  C.  £.  Bogardus,  City  Chemist  of  Seattle,  with  results  as  stated 
below. 

To  each  sample  of  black  sand  and  gold  a  little  water,  quicksilver  and  a  drop  of 
hydro-chloric  acid  was  added;  it  was  then  ground  lightly  until  all  of  the  gold  had 
been  taken  up  by  the  quicksilver;  then  the  quicksilver  was  separated  and  the  black 
sand  examined  for  gold  and  finely  divided  quicksilver  with  the  most  scrupulous  care 
and  not  laid  aside  until  perfectly  pure.  Finally  the  amalgam  was  dissolved  in  nitric 
acid  and  the  residual  gold  weighed. 

TUNNEL  A. 

The  lowest  tunnel  was  started  near  the  northern  end  of  the  cut  one  foot  lower 
than  the  lowest  point  indicated  by  Mr.  de  Heirry.  Its  direction  and  the  samples 
taken  are  indicated  on  Exhibit  *'A'\  The  grade  of  the  tunnel  is  very  slight.  The 
elevation  of  the  floor  is  201  feet.  The  height  of  the  tunnel  near  the  entrance  is  7 
feet  2  inches,  further  in  a  few  inches  lower.  The  first  sample  was  taken  twelve  feet 
from  the  entrance.    The  material  is  a  pretty  firmly  consolidated  gravel,  not  at  all 
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cemented,  however ;  at  interrals  small  streaks  of  sand  were  found.  The  total  lengih 
of  tannel  with  its  branches  is  49  feet;  total  amount  of  gravel  removed  aboat  24^ 
cubic  yards,  of  which  3|  were  panned,  a  proportion  of  about  7  to  1.  The  samples  from 
this  tunnel  contained  more  gold  than  those  from  the  upper  tunnels  and  the  average 
unmber  of  colors  to  the  pan  was  estimated  to  be  between  one  and  two.  The  gold 
was  mostly  in  form  of  minute  extremely  light  flakes,  of  bright  color. 

Table  of  PanningM, 


Dec. 20  a.m 

"  20  p.  m 

"  21  a.m 

"  21  p.  m 

"  22  a.in 

"  22  p.  m 

"  23  a.m 

♦*  23  p.  m 

"  24  a.  m 
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14 

12 

18 

14 

8 

7 

23 

15 

18 

19 

8 

18 

23 

24 

11 

11 
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22 

6 

14 
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40 
10 
50 
30 
50 
32 
S3 
35 
07 
S3 
67 
36 


128 


174 


603 


Reduced  to  cubic  yards  3.3. 

In  the  concentrates  from  this  tunnel  a  total  of  5.6  milligrammes  gold  were  found, 
equivalent  to  0.37  of  a  cent  or  0.11  of  a  cent  per  cubic  yard. 
Gold  shown  in  vial  (Exhibit  "D") 

■I 

TumnEL  B. 

The  second  tunnel  was  started  7  feet  2  inches  higher  than  the  first,  and  driven  in 
a  nearly  parallel  direction.  The  height  was  6  feet  2  inches.  The  direction  of  the 
tunnel,  as  well  as  the  amounts  (in  pans)  and  the  localities  of  the  samples  are  indi- 
cated on  Exhibit  ^' A.''  The  first  sample  was  taken  14  feet  from  the  mouth.  The 
material  is  chiefly  sand  with  smaller  strata  of  gravel  at  the  bottom  and  near  the  top. 
The  total  length  is  44  feet ;  total  amount  of  material  removed  22  cubic  yards ;  of  this  2.8 
were  panned,  a  proportion  of  about  8  to  1.  The  gold  obtained  from  this  tunnel  was 
much  less  in  quantity  than  that  from  tunnel  A  and  generally  of  extremely  fine,  flourj 
character;  the  average  amount  of  colors  was  estimated  to  be  one  per  two  pans. 


Table  of  Pannings. 


Lindgren. 

Malmberg. 

Medlyn. 

Total. 

Deo  27ft.in...... ... .......•..•••...•.......•.••. 
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53 

"    28a.in 

60 

**    28D.m 

60 

*•    29a.m 

50 

*•    29D.in 

66 

"    30  a.  m 

50 

"    80p.m 

ss 

171 

119 

138 

4SS 

Reduced  to  cubic  yards  2.8. 

In  the  concentrates  from  this  tunnel  a  total  of  1.5  milligrammes  of  gold  were 
found,  equivalent  to  0.1  of  a  cent  or  0.036  of  a  cent  per  cubio  yard. 
Gold  shown  in  vial  (Exhibit  "£»)• 
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TUNNEL  C. 

Ab  already  noted  there  was  no  probability  that  any  large  amount  of  gravel  had 
been  taken  from  thU  level,  and  it  was  not  thought  necessary  to  take  as  large  and 
extensive  a  sample  from  it  as  from  the  lower  levels.  The  tunnel  was  started  6  feet 
9  inches  above  tunnel  B,  and  driven  in  a  westerly  to  northwesterly  direction.  The 
first  sample  was  taken  six  feet  from  the  mouth  and  the  others  as  indicated.  The 
material  is  a  sandy  gravel  with  large  cobble  stones,  containing  very  little  black 
sand.  The  total  length  is  20  feet;  total  amount  of  material  removed  about  9  cubic 
yards,  of  which  1  cubic  yard  was  washed*.  Only  six  colors,  all  very  small,  were 
obtiiined  from  154  pans. 

Table  of  Panning$, 


Lindgron. 

1 

Malmberg. 

Medlyn. 

Total. 

Dec.  30v. m 

7 

25 
23 

7 
25 
20 
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22 

19 

"    31  a.  m 
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65 
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• 

55 

52 

47 

154 

Reduced  to  cubic  yards  1. 

In  the  concentrates  from  this  tunnel  a  total  of  0.1  milligramme  of  gold  was  found, 
equivalent  to  0.0066  of  a  cent  per  cubic  yard. 
Gold  shown  in  vial  ("Exhibit  F"). 

Summary, 


I 


Tannel  A 
*•  B 
"       C 


Cabio  TRrdv 
waAoed. 


3.8 
2.8 
1 


7. 1  aTeragiug 


Cents  per  cubic 
yard. 


0.111 
0.036 
0.007 


0. 057  of  a  cent. 


It  follows  from  the  data  given  above  that  the  gravel  and  sand  from  the  so-called 
Mc Bride  cut  is  absolutely  wortliless  for  mining  purposes.  It  has  already  been  stated 
that  only  one  kind  of  gold — very  fine,  flaky  or  floury — has  been  found  and  it  may  be 
added  that  not  one  of  the  colors  obtaiued  would  weigh  0.004  of  a  cent,  the  size  of 
the  largest  one  found  during  the  investigation  of  last  summer.  Gold  of  this  char- 
acter may  be  saved  in  a  pan  but  ouly  a  small  portion  of  it  could  be  caught  in  sluice- 
boxes,  BO  that  if  the  gravel  did  contain  10  cents  per  cubic  yard  of  this  kind  of 
gold,  not  one  tenth  of  it  could  be  obtained  by  the  ordinary  manner  of  washing  on  a 
large  scale. 

In  the  instructions  it  is  stated  that  McBride  sluiced  870  cubic  yards  of  gravel  from 
this  cnt,  and  alleges  to  have  obtained  therefrom  an  average  of  10|  cents  of  gold 
per  cnbic  yard  or  a  total  of  $92.80.  The  results  of  this  examination  indicate  beyond 
doubt  that  the  gold  was  not  derived  from  the  undisturbed  gravel  of  this  cut. 

While  McBride  did  not  avail  himself  of  the  opportunity  to  be  present 
at,  and  participate  in,  the  taking  of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lindgren  at 
the  local  office  on  this  second  occasion,  he  did  affirmatively  acquiesce 
in  the  last  letter  of  instruction  to  the  extent  of  designating  the  ground 
which  should  be  erarained  and  tested  by  Mr.  Lindgren,  pursuant 
thereto 
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Since  the  receipt  of  the  reports  of  Mr.  Lindgren,  the  case  has  been 
orally  argued,  McBride  earnestly  protesting  that  neither  report  should 
be  considered.  In  this  connection  it  is  proper  to  briefly  recall  the 
situation  which  led  to  the  order  of  Secretary  Smith  directing  that  an 
examination  of  the  laud  in  question  be  made  by  Mr.  Lindgren,  as  an 
expert.  The  two  hearings  luid  been  had  before  the  local  land  office.  The 
evidence  presented  in  the  record  was  voluminous  and  contradictory. 
The  land  in  question  was  originally  public  land  of  the  United  States, 
and  being  surveyed  and  a  part  of  section  IG,  it  had  passed  to  the 
State  of  Washington  unless  it  contained  valuable  mineral  deposit**. 
If  mineral  in  character,  it  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  State 
and  McBride  was  entitled  to  purchase  it  under  his  mineral  application. 
It  thus  became  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  determine 
the  character  of  the  land,  and  the  rights  of  the  State  and  McBride 
thereto.  Secretary  Smith,  in  the  discharge  of  this  duty,  and  in  the 
exercise  of  his  discretion,  ordered  that  the  land  be  examined  by  a 
competent  and  impartial  expert  of  his  own  selection  and  suspended 
further  consideration  of  the  case  until  this  could  be  done.  Prior 
notice  of  the  contemplated  order  was  given  in  writing  to  both  parties, 
and  when  the  order  was  made,  a  copy  thereof  was  seasonably  trans- 
mitted to  each  party. 

The  report  of  the  expert  was  not  to  be  a  secret  one  but  was  to  be 
fully  disclosed,  under  oath,  at  a  public  hearing  before  the  local  office, 
timely  notice  of  which  was  to  be  given  both  parties  and  full  opportunity 
afforded  for  cross  examination. 

The  testimony  of  the  expert  was  not  to  be  given  exclusive  influence 
in  the  decision  of  the  case,  but  was  to  be  considered  with  all  the  other 
evidence. 

No  complaint  of  partiality  or  incompetency  has  been  lodged  against 
the  expert  selected. 

The  second  orderwas  like  the  first,  excepting  that  it  directed  that  an 

m 

additional  examination  be  made  at  the  very  place  from  which  McBride 
claimed  to  have  obtained  the  richest  gravel,  and  permitted  McBride  to 
designate  this  place  and  define  its  limits. 

The  opportunity  for  full  cross  examination  provided  by  both  orders 
readily  enabled  McBride  to  inquire  into  the  methods  of  investigation 
followed  by  Mr.  Lindgren,  the  bases  for  his  conclusions  or  opinions, 
his  experience,  qualifications  and  any  other  matter  which  would  affect 
the  force  to  be  given  to  his  testimony,  but  this  opportunity  was  not 
accepted  by  McBride. 

If  there  be  any  real  objection  to  the  orders  of  Secretary  Smith,  it  is 
that  opportunity  was  not  given  to  meet  this  new  expert  testimony  and 
show  any  infirmity  therein  by  other  and  rebutting  evidence,  but  no 
modification  of  either  order  in  this  resi)ect  was  ever  requested.  It  is 
not  now  necessary  to  consider  the  merits  of  this  objection,  nor  whether 
it  has  been  waived  by  failure  to  seasonably  seek  such  modification^ 
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because  at  tbe  oral  argument  which  was  had  before  the  Department, 
counsel  for  McBride  were  expressly  asked  whether,  in  the  event  it  was 
deemed  proper  to  consider  the  reports  of  the  expert,  they  desired  an 
opportunity  to  present  any  evidence  in  opposition  thereto.  To  this  the 
answer  was  that  they  did  not  desire  to  present  any  other  evidence  but 
requested  that  the  case  be  now  determined  upon  such  evidence  as 
might  be  held  to  be  properly  before  the  Department. 

Under  these  circumstances,  1  have  no  hesitancy  in  holding  that  both 
reports  of  Mr.  Lindgren  should  be  considered  and  weighed  with  all  of 
the  other  evidence,  in  determining  the  case. 

The  remaining  and  principal  question  is  whether  the  land  in  question 
contains  valuable  mineral  deposits  such  as  will  yield  to  the  miner  a 
profit  for  their  extraction. 

On  this  point  the  evidence  is  conflicting.  Your  office  and  the  local 
office  concur  in  finding  that  the  land  is  mineral  in  character  and  sub- 
ject to  sale  as  such.  These  concurring  findings — the  evidence  being 
conflicting — are  entitled  to  great  consideration  and  shQuld  not  be 
rejected  unless  a  mature  and  careful  examination  of  the  entire  record 
clearly  demonstrates  that  such  conclusion  is  wrong. 

Without  entering  *n  extenso  into  a  discussion  of  the  evidence,  but 
considering  all  that  was  produced  at  the  two  hearings,  it  is  entirely 
clear  that  in  the  prospecting  of  the  land  in  question  to  determine  the 
mineral  quality  thereof,  the  State  employed  more  men,  sunk  more 
shafts,  sunk  them  to  a  much  greater  depth,  and  generally  did  more  in 
the  way  of  exploration  than  was  done  by  the  mineral  claimant.  The 
prospecting  by  the  State  was  also  more  generally  distributed  over  the 
land  than  was  that  by  the  mineral  claimant.  The  witnesses  for  the 
State  appear  to  have  been  as  competent  and  as  impartial  as  those  for 
the  mineral  claimant,  but  neither  the  methods  nor  the  evidence  of 
either  party  is  entirely  free  from  criticism.  The  immediate  proximity 
of  the  land  to  the  city  of  Tacoma,  and  its  great  value  by  reason  thereof, 
have  not  lessened  the  efforts  of  either  party  to  obtain  final  title  thereto. 
The  price  of  land  under  the  placer  mining  law  is  $2.60  per  acre  and 
this,  contrasted  with  its  value  as  suburban  property,  may  have  fur- 
nished a  motive  for  the  prosecution  of  the  mineral  claim. 

The  character  of  a  tract  of  land  can  not  be  wholly  determined  by 
reference  to  the  surrounding  land,  and  yet  the  mineral  quality  of  such 
surrounding  land  is,  at  least  in  cases  otherwise  doubtful,  a  proper 
subject  for  consideration.  The  section  of  country  in  question  has  long 
been  settled  and  occupied  by  a  large  population  and  yet  none  of  the 
land  in  that  vicinity  has  ever  been  entered  under  any  of  the  mining 
laws,  and  no  kind  of  mining  has  been,  or  is  being,  successfully  prose- 
cuted there. 

In  the  departmental  decision  of  March  17,  1894,  supra,  it  was  held, 
as  before  shown,  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  State  and  it  was 
directed  that  the  second  hearing  proceed  on  that  line.    Without  now 
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aifirniiiig  or  ilisailiruiiug  this  holding,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it 
thereby  became  the  law  of  the  case  lor  your  5ffice  aud  the  local  office. 
The  State  made  no  effort  to  obtain  from  the  Department  a  modification 
of  the  decision  in  this  particalar,  and  it  was  not  competent  for  your 
office,  or  the  local  office,  to  make  a  modification  thereof  or  to  depart 
therefrom.  It  may  be,  however,  that  the  direction  as  to  the  burden  of 
proof  has  been  somewhat  misunderstood  and  misapplied.  The  holding 
of  the  Department  was  that  the  mineral  locations  and  the  return  of  the 
deputy  mineral  surveyor  gave  to  the  land  a  mineral  character,  not  con- 
clusive but  prima  facie,  and  cast  upon  the  State  the  burden  of  over- 
coming the  same.  The  task  of  sustaining  this  burden  was  necessarily 
affected  by  the  extent  of  the  exploration  and  discovery  which  supported 
the  mineral  locations  and  the  deputy  mineral  surveyor's  return.  It 
was  by  reason  of  such  exploration  and  discovery  that  a  mineral  char- 
acter was  impressed  on  the  land  and  the  force  of  this  impressed 
character  is  necessarily  measured  by  the  extent  and  nature  of  its  sup- 
port. If  the  mineral  character  of  a  claim  is  founded  upon  the  explora- 
tion of  only  one  portion  thereof,  the  burden  thereby  cast  upon  one 
attacking  the  mineral  location  is  sustained  by  evidence  of  exploration 
on  that  same  portion  sufficient  to  demonstrate  its  non-mineral  character 
and  thereby  overcome  the  alleged  prior  exploration  anddiscovery.  That 
which  has  given  a  mineral  character  to  the  entire  claim  being  thus 
shown  to  be  unfounded  and  thereby  destroyed,  the  mineral  character 
is  removed;  the  support  being  destroyed  that  which  was  supported 
goes  with  it.  In  such  a  case  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  <also  require 
that  the  non-mineral  claimant  should  make  actual  and  physical  demon- 
stration of  the  non-mineral  character  of  that  portion  of  the  claim  which 
has  never  been  explored  or  tested  by  the  mineral  claimant. 

This  land  not  being  in  a  mining  region  and  the  same  having  been 
returned  as  non-mineral  by  the  public  survey,  and  having  been  origi- 
nally classed  as  non-mineral  in  consequence  thereof,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  Department  in  placing  the  burden  on  the  State  intended 
to  require  that  the  State  should  more  than  overcome  and  destroy  the 
effect  of  the  subsequent  mineral  locations  and  mineral  survey.  Cer- 
tainly it  was  not  a  condition  to  the  State's  success  that  it  should  by 
actual  working  and  mining  of  all  of  tlie  ground  in  question  at  aud 
below  the  surface  make  a  physical  demonstration  that  there  was  no 
valuable  mineral  in  any  part  thereof. 

What  has  been  said  respecting  the  burden  of  i)roof  is  called  forth  by 
some  portions  of  the  opinions  of  the  local  office  and  of  your  office  which 
seem  to  have  expressed  the  belief  that  under  the  direction  of  the 
Department  on  that  subject  it  devolved  upon  the  State  to  show  that 
the  land  is  in  fact  non-mineral  and  that  any  ground  not  actually  pene- 
trated and  explored  by  the  State  and  thereby  demonstrated  to  be  with- 
out valuable  mineral  dei)osits  should  be  held  to  be  mineral  without 
regard  to  whether  it  had  ever  been  penetrated  and  explored  by  the 
mineral  claimant* 
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It  is  not  clear  whetlier  the  decision  of  the  local  office  of  November 
17, 1894,  and  the  decision  of  your  office  of  February  5, 1895,  were  based 
upon  a  consideration  of  all  of  the  evidence  taken  at  the  two  hearings 
tberetofore  bad,  or  whether  they  were  based  solely  upon  the  evidence 
taken  at  the  second  hearing. 

The  extent  and  nature  of  the  exploration  and  discovery  and  the 
deputy  mineral  surveyor's  return,  upon  all  of  which  the  mineral  claim 
herein  is  predicated,  were  shown  by  the  evidence  produced  by  the 
mineral  claimant  at  the  first  hearing,  and  a  statement  thereof  is  made 
in  departmental  decision  of  March  17, 1894,  supra,  so  that  it  need  not 
be  here  repeated.  At  the  second  hearing,  while  introducing  some 
evidence  of  more  recent  prospecting  and  exploration,  the  mineral 
claimant  rested  largely  upon  the  evidence  produced  at  the  first  hearing. 
As  stated  in  the  first  departmental  decision,  it  was  then  asserted  by 
the  mineral  claimant  that  the  deposit  of  gold  was  general  throughout 
the  various  portions  of  the  claim  and  that  the  value  of  the  claim  was 
13,240,000  on  the  basis  of  18,000,000  cubic  yards  of  available  material 
having  a  mineral  value  of  18  cents  each. 

The  evidence  produced  by  the  State  at  the  second  hearing  disclosed 
the  natare  and  extent  of  the  prospecting  and  exploration  done  by  the 
State  preparatory  to  that  hearing.  This  work  consisted  in  the  sinking 
of  eight  shafts  on  the  six  claims,  being  at  least  one  shaft  on  each  claim, 
and  the  running  of  a  tunnel  from  the  middle  gulch  twenty-four  feet 
into  the  bank  of  claim  No.  1.  These  shafts  penetrated  the  ground  to 
lower  levels  ranging  from  60  to  124  feet  below  the  surface,  and  the 
tunnel  was  run  from  the  lowest  level  of  the  gulch  which  was  about  150 
feet  below  the  surface.  The  material  removed  from  the  shafts  and 
tunnel  was  all  fairly  sampled  and  tested  and  was  shown  to  carry  less 
than  one  cent  of  gold  to  the  cubic  yard.  In  considering  this  evidence 
your  office  decision  says: 

I  am  satisfied  that  down  to  the  level  of  greatest  depth  reached  by  state's  wit- 
nessesy  in  any  of  these  shafts,  there  is  no  gold  in  paying  quantities  on  any  of  the 
six  locations. 

Excepting  that  the  decision  erroneously  gives  101  feet  as  the  level  of 
greatest  depth,  instead  of  124  feet,  I  fully  concur  in  the  conclusion  so 
expressed.  The  evidence  of  the  State  to  the  effect  that  there  is  no 
gold  in  anything  approaching  paying  quantity  down  to  the  124- foot 
level,  is  so  clear  and  so  convincing  that  it  not  only  overcomes  but 
entirely  overwhelms  the  evidence  of  the  mineral  claimant  relating 
thereto.  The  shock  thus  given  to  the  prior  claim  and  evidence  of  the 
mineral  claimant  by  the  State's  demonstration  of  the  almost  barren 
character  of  the  claim  to  that  depth,  is  now  attempted  to  be  avoided 
by  the  assertion  that  the  mineral  value  lies  below  that  level,  and  this 
despite  the  fact  that  mineral  claimant's  principal  witness  at  the  first 
hearing  testified  that  on  this  land  the  gravel  in  the  higher  levels  carries 
the  most  gold. 
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The  excavation  of  the  State's  shafts  was  generally  arrested  by  water 
found  at  the  depth  reached,  but  on  reaching  water  in  one  shaft  a  well- 
borer  with  a  six-inch  tube  was  employed,  by  which  the  work  was  prose- 
cuted to  a  depth  of  more  than  180  feet  below  the  surface.  It  is  urged 
by  McBride  that  the  use  of  this  well-borer  in  earth  saturated  with 
water,  was  not  a  fair  method  of  testing  the  mineral  quality  of  the 
ground.  While  this  contention  is  probably  correct,  the  result  of  this 
experiment  is  otherwise  shown  tg  be  entitled  to  but  little  weight  and 
cannot  be  invoked  by  either  party. 

The  other  work  of  exploration  by  both  parties,  was  that  of  panning 
gravel  and  dirt  taken  from  the  bottom  and  along  the  sides  of  the  gulch, 
and  the  sinking  of  shallow  pits  in,  and  the  running  of  tunnels  from, 
the  lower  portions  of  such  gulch.  Here,  as  elsewhere,  the  evidence  is 
conflicting,  but  in  this  instance  the  conflict  is  more  difiicult  of  solution. 
This  gulch  was  formed  by  the  action  of  water.  The  washing  down 
of  the  gravel  has  tended  to  concentrate  toward  the  bottom  of  the  gulch 
all  the  heavy  material,  so  that  what  is  in  the  lower  portions  thereof  is 
largely  the  concentrates  from  the  gravel  above.  A  considerable  por- 
tion of  the  gold  which  was  so  sparsely  scattered  through  the  entire 
body  of  gravel  so  washed  down,  may  be,  and  probably  is,  embodied  in 
this  concentrated  material  so  that  it  furnishes  no  standard  for  deter- 
mining the  mineral  value  of  the  great  body  of  undisturbed  gravel  and 
earth  in  the  claim. 

The  State  has  at  all  times  claimed  that  where  the  surface  and  dis- 
turbed material  in  the  gulch  is  penetrated,  the  untouched  gravel  so 
reached  does  not  carry  sufficient  gold  to  pay  for  its  extraction  by  any 
method,  and  that  there  is  no  appreciable  difference  in  the  amount  of 
gold  carried  by  the  gravel  in  the  different  levels.  This  claim  is  sup- 
ported by  the  State's  evidence  describing  the  prospecting,  by  its 
witnesses,  in  the  gulch  and  giving  the  result  of  the  examination  and 
testing  of  the  material  taken  from  the  State's  tunnel  run  on  the  lower 
level.  Opposed  to  this  is  the  evidence  of  considerable  prospecting  in 
that  locality  by  the  mineral  claimant  and  the  testimony  of  some  of  his 
witnesses,  that  870  cubic  yards  of  gravel  taken  by  them  from  an  open 
cut  in  the  lower  part  of  the  gulch,  yielded  an  average  of  10§  cents  of 
gold  to  the  cubic  yard. 

It  was  particularly  in  connection  with  this  conflict  that  Secretary 
Smith  directed  that  the  land  in  question  be  examined  by  Mr.  Lindgren 
as  an  expert,  and  especially  that  the  undisturbed  gravel  on  the  face  of 
said  open  cut  should  be  carefully  examined  and  tested,  after  the  desig- 
nation of  the  place  and  its  limits  by  the  mineral  claimant.  Mr.  Lind- 
gren's  reports,  or  testimony,  show  that  he  faithfully  followed  the  direc- 
tions of  the  Secretary;  carefully  examined  and  tested  undisturbed 
material  at  various  points  and  levels  along  the  gulch;  and  especially 
made  a  thorough  examination  and  test  of  the  undisturbed  material  at 
the  point  designated  by  the  mineral  claimant  as  the  place  where  the 
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Intter  claims  to  have  taken  out  a  considerable  amoant  of  gravel.  These 
reports  bear  no  evidence  of  partiality,  and  the  qualifications  of  Mr. 
Liudgren  and  the  manner  in  which  he  i>erformed  his  work  are  such  as 
to  give  weight  to  his  testimony.  He  says  the  land  in  question,  including 
the  lower  levels  and  the  place  so  designated  by  McBride,  contains  an 
extremely  small  amount  of  gold,  less  than  one  cent  per  cubic  yard  and 
has  no  value  for  mining  purposes. 

This  fully  corroborates  and  sustains  the  claim  and  evidence  of  the 
State.  From  all  of  the  evidence,  including  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lind- 
greu,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  land  is  not  mineral  in  character, 
is  not  subject  to  disposal  under  the  mining  laws,  and  that  it  passed  to 
the  State  under  its  school  grant.  The  decisions  of  your  office  of  January 
4, 1893,  and  February  5, 1895,  are  hereby  vacated  with  instructions  to 
dismiss  the  mineral  application. 


PAYMENT-PRE-EMPTION  ENTBT, 
GiLBEBT   SCUDDER. 

The  government  sbonld  not  be  beard  to  say  that  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price 
of  a  tract  of  land  under  the  pre-emption  law  was  prematurely  ma<le,  and  uot 
accepted  by  the  receiver  in  his  official  capacity,  where  a  suit  is  afterwardb 
brought  by  the  government  against  said  receiver ,  and  Lis  sureties,  for  the 
recovery  of  public  moneys,  unaccounted  for,  and  the  price  of  said  land  is 
inclnded  in  the  sum  saed  for,  and  said  suit  is  compromised  on  the  payment  of  a 
stipulated  sum  in  satisfaction  of  the  claims  sued  upon. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  OenercU  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  her  J2j  1897.  ( W.  M.  B.) 

Gilbert  Scudder  appeals  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  of  date 
October  12, 1894,  wherein  he  was  denied  the  right  to  make  entry  for 
the  land  covered  by  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  No.  2768, 
filed  March  31, 1885,  to  wit,  the  N.  ^  of  the  SE.  \  and  the  E.  ^  of  the 
8W.  i  of  Sec.  13,  T.  14  8.,  R.  26  E.,  Las  Cruces  land  district,  New 
Mexico,  unless  payment  was  made  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land 
involved. 

Appellant  alleges  that  paymejit  in  full  of  the  purchase  money  in 
question  has  already  been  made. 

The  record  submitted  shows  that  final  proof  was  made  June  26, 1886, 
for  the  land  covered  by  the  above  described  pre-emption  filing.  Appel- 
lant further  alleges  that  the  register  at  the  local  land  office  demanded 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  for  the  land  claimed  at  the  time  final 
proof  was  offered  and  submitted,  and  that  he  paid  the  same  at  the 
time  of  submitting  such  final  proof  by  turning  over  to  James  Brown, 
the  receiver  at  the  local  land  office,  $200.00  in  surveyor-general's  scrip, 
which  is  receivable  in  payment  for  public  lands. 

Receiver  Brown  having  failed  to  account  to  the  government  for  the 
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purchase  money  paid  by  Scudder,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  above 
described,  wrote  to  Scudder  alter  his  retirement  from  office,  as  api)ear8 
from  your  office  letter,  saying:  *<  I  am  owing  you  $200.00  in  surveyor's 
scrip.'' 

After  holding  that  the  showing  made  by  Scudder  as  to  payment  by 
him  to  receiver  Brown  of  the  purchase  x)rice  of  the  land  in  question 
w^as  insufficient,  your  office  decision  contained  further  statement  and 
ruling,  as  foUows: 

A  protest  waB  filed  ati^ainst  the  proof  whioh  was  not  finally  decided  nntil  Auj^iist 
15, 1889,  when  the  secretary's  decision  upon  a  motion  for  review  was  pronmlgated. 
The  laud  was  awarded  to  Scudder. 

Further,  no  payment  conld  have  heen  legally  received  until  after  August  15,  1889, 
and  any  funds  intrustBd  to  Mr.  Brown  in  1886  were  so  intrusted  as  the  agent  of  the 
claimant  and  not  as  the  agent  of  the  government.     (6  L.  D.,  713.) 

The  decision  appealed  from  does  not  appear  to  have  been  based  upon 
all  the  facts  as  they  appeared  upon  the  records  of  your  office  prior  to 
and  at  the  date  said  decision  was  rendered. 

With  the  papers  constituting  the  record  in  this  case  is  filed  the  affi- 
davit of  Eugene  A.  Fiske,  United  States  district  attorney,  which  shows 
that  suit  was  brought  on  behalf  of  the  government,  in  the  United 
States  district  court  for  the  third  judicial  district  of  the  Territory  of 
New  Mexico,  against  receiver  James  Brown  and  the  sureties  on  his 
bond  for  the  recovery  of  public  moneys  received  at  the  local  land  office 
by  the  said  Brown  and  which  were  not  accounted  for.  It  further 
appears  from  said  affidavit  that  the  sum  of  $200.00,  which  Scudder 
claims  to  have  paid  receiver  Brown  as  purchase  money  for  the  land 
involved,  was  one  of  the  items  in  the  bill  of  particulars  or  statement 
showing  the  indebtedness  of  the  said  Brown  to  the  government,  which 
was  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  aforementioned  suit,  managed  and 
conducted  by  the  said  Fiske  on  the  part  of  the  government,  and  which 
was  never  brought  to  trial  but  compromised  by  payment  of  a  Bum 
agreed  upon  to  the  government  by  the  sureties  of  Brown. 

The  evidence  upon  that  particular  point  is  corroborated,  as  appears 
from  an  examination  of  the  records  of  your  office,  by  that  furnished  by 
an  itemized  statement  contained  in  one  of  the  abstracts  embodied  in 
General  Land  Office  report  Ko.  48,280  (division  of  accounts),  dated 
April  26, 1890,  which  also  shows  that  the  said  $200.00  claimed  to  have 
been  paid  by  Scudder  was  one  of  the  items  which  went  to  make  up  the 
total  indebtedness  of  $3,793.02,  as  shown  in  said  report  to  be  due  the 
government  on  July  20, 1889,  by  Brown,  for  the  recovery  of  which  the 
referred  to  suit  was  instituted. 

It  further  appears  from  the  General  Land  Office  report  No.  55,826 
(division  of  accounts),  dated  March  28,  1893,  that  the  suit  for  the 
above  stated  indebtedness  of  Brown  was  compromised  by  his  sureties 
])aying  to  the  government  the  sum  of  $1,286.38,  in  full  satisfaction  of 
the  said  receiver's  indebtedness,  and  that  Brown  and  his  sureties  were 
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discharged  from  any  and  all  liability  on  account  of  Brown's  indebted- 
ness to  tlie  government. 

It  does  not  appear  from  any  of  the  above  referred  to  statements  or 
reports  upon  what  particular  basis  Brown's  indebtedness  to  the  gov- 
ernment— made  up  in  part  of  the  purchase  money  paid  by  appellant — 
was  adjusted  or  scaled,  nor  does  it  anywhere  appear  in  the  papers  or 
reports  appertaining  to  or  connected  with  the  referred  to  suit  and  com- 
promise that  the  claim  of  the  government  against  Brown  and  his  sure- 
ties for  the  $200.00  paid  by  Seudder  was  abandoned  in  the  compromise 
and  settlement  between  the  government  and  said  sureties,  whereby  the 
government  acknowledged  satisfaction  in  lull  for  the  moneys  making 
up  the  different  items  in  the  statement  or  bill  of  particulars  upon 
which  suit  was  brought. 

If  it  were  true,  as  stated  in  your  office  decision,  that  the  money  paid 
by  appellant  was  not  due  or  payable  at  the  pai'ticular  time  payment 
was  made,  in  that  it  was  paid  at  the  time  of  presenting  final  proof,  and 
before  such  proof  was  accepted  or  approved,  yet  in  view  of  the  subse- 
quent suit  hy  the  government  against  the  receiver  and  his  sureties  for 
this  amount,  among  others,  and  the  acceptance  of  a  stated  payment  by 
the  sureties  in  satisfaction  of  the  claims  sued  upon,  the  government 
could  not  be  heard  to  urge  that  payment  was  prematurely  made  or 
that  the  receiver  accepted  the  payment  in  his  personal  capacity  and 
not  as  the  official  representative  of  the  government.  (Potter  v.  United 
States,  107  U.  S.,  126.) 

It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  this  case  to  know  that  the  bringing 
of  suit  by  the  government  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  $200.00 — it  not 
appearing  that  there  was  an  abandonment  of  its  claim  therefor  in  the 
compromise  and  settlement  of  Brown's  indebtedness — was  an  acknowl- 
edgment or  admission  on  the  part  of  the  government  that  the  same 
had  been  paid  to  Brown  in  his  official  capacity,  and  was,  furthermore, 
a  waiver  of  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  said  purchase  money  was 
paid  at  the  particular  time  it  was  due  and  payable  under  law  and  regu- 
lations. It  is  accordingly  held  that  the  appellant  Seudder  is  entitled 
to  make  entry  of  the  land  involved  and  receive  final  certificate  thereon 
without  any  additional  payment  of  the  purchase  price  of  said  land,  and 
it  is  therefore  hereby  ordered  that  such  entry  be  allowed,  and  final  cer- 
tificate be  issued  to  appellant,  without  such  payment. 

The  decision  of  your  office  requiring  Seudder  to  make  further  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land  claimed  before  allowance  of 
entry  and  issuance  of  final  certificate  therefor,  is  hereby  reversed. 
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PATlVrENT-DESERT  LAIO)  ENTRY, 

S.  W.  Russell,  Admr. 

Under  the  departmental  regulations  governing  the  suhiuission  of  final  proof,  and 
making  payment,  the  entryumn  is  required  to  make  such  payment  at  the  time 
of  submitting  proof,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  receiver  to  accept  the  money  at 
such  time;  and  the  sahsequent  failure  of  said  officer  to  account  to  the  goveni- 
ment  for  the  purchase  price  of  the  land,  so  paid,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the 
entry  man  to  receive  patent  without  further  payment. 

The  eases  of  Walter  Newton,  22  L.  D.,  322,  and  Francis  J.  Dysart^  23  L.  D.,  282, 
cited  and  modified. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Septem- 
( W.  V.  b.)  ber  2, 1897.  ( W.  M.  B.) 

This  is  an  appeal  by  S.  W.  Russell,  as  the  admiDistrator  of  the  estate 
of  Martin  M.  Mason,  deceased,  from  your  office  decision  of  September 
7, 1894,  wherein  was  rejected  the  application  of  said  administrator,  to 
have  the  desert  land  claim  initiated  by  Mason  during  his  life  time  by 
declaration  No.  716,  filed  January  22, 1889,  for  section  8,  township  14 
south,  range  26  east,  Koswell  land  district,  New  Mexico,  passed  to  final 
entry  without  further  payment  on  the  purchase  price  of  the  land. 

In  their  report  of  October  12, 1893,  to  your  office,  relative  to  the  status 
of  the  desert  land  claim  in  question,  the  local  officers  say: 

In  the  matter  of  desert  land  entry  No.  716,  of  Martin  M.  Mason  referred  to  in  your 
letter  **  G"  of  Septcniher  3,  1893,  Mason  made  final  proof  on  said  entry  on  the  16th 
day  of  Novemher  1891,  hefore  A.  A.  Meriuod,  U.  S.  CommisBioner  at  Eddy,  New 
Mexico.  The  proof  was  held  at  this  office  for  supplemental  proof  of  reclaiualion  and 
proof  of  water  appropriation,  hoth  of  which  were  furnished  on  March  9, 1893,  .... 
The  said  final  proof  was  not  put  on  record. 

Your  office  letter  in  reply  to  the  report  of  the  register  and  receiver 
contained  statement  as  follows: 

It  is  shown  that  Mason  paid  to  Receiver  Frank  Lesnet  at  date  of  proof  Novemher 
16,  1891,  $440.00  as  purchase  money  on  the  final  entry. 

Said  ])roof  was  held  to  he  defective  hy  your  office,  and  the  entryman  was  notified 
to  furnish  supplemental  proof  of  reclamation  and  proof  of  water  appropriation  to 
cure  said  defects. 

And  in  disposing  of  the  case  upon  the  state  of  facts  as  above  recited 
your  office  held,  and  instructed  the  local  officers,  as  follows: 

As  the  money  in  the  case  now  in  question  was  merely  deposited  with  Frank  Lesnet, 
and  has  not  been  accounted  for  nor  covt  led  into  the  treasury,  it  is  a  case  between 
the  claimant  and  Lesnet,  and  you  are  instructed  to  require  the  entryman  to  pay  the 
receiver  the  proper  amount  of  purchase  money  due  on  the  final  entry  provided  the 
proof  is  correct,  and  make  due  returns  thereof  to  this  office. 

Receiver  Lesnet  having  failed  to  account  to  the  government  for  the 
purchase  money  in  question,  your  office  in  refusing  to  allow  final  entry 
to  be  made  of  the  land  involved — though  final  proof  already  submitted 
should  be  found  complete  and  correct — without  further  payment  of  the 
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purchase  price  of  the  land,  based  its  action  in  the  matter  upon  a  rule 
alleged  to  have  been  laid  down  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of 
Matthiessen  and  Ward  (6  L. D.,  713)  expressed  in  the  following  words: 

MoDeyfi*  are  not  payable  to  a  receiver  of  public  moneys  nntil  an  entry  has  been 
allowed  by  the  register  and  certiflcate  given.  Any  moneys  placed  in  tbe  bands  of  a 
receiver,  or  sent  to  him,  to  be  afterwards  applied  to  an  entry,  are  not  moneys  law- 
fully paid  to  tbe  receiver  for  which  tbe  United  States  is  reMponsible,  but  are  Rimply 
individual  deposits  in  tbe  nature  of  a  x>ersoual  trust.  Such  moneys  are  not  received 
officially,  because  not  authorized  to  be  received,  etc. 

The  foregoing  was  not  the  ruling  of  this  Department  in  the  case  cited, 
but  was  only  a  quotation  from  your  office  letter  in  said  cfise.  What  the 
Department,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  did  hold  in  Matthiessen  and  Ward,  is 
as  follows :  (syllabus) : 

A  pa3'ment  accepted  by  tbe  receiver  in  advance  of  tbe  time  the  local  office  is  ready 
to  act  upon  an  application  to  allow  entry  thereunder,  is  not  in  pursuance  of  any 
duty  enjoined  by  law,  and  a  failure  to  account  for  such  money,  in  the  event  that  tbe 
application  is  refased,  is  not  a  default  to  any  obligation  due  the  government,  and 
the  sureties  of  the  receiver  would  not  be  liable  therefor. 

With  regard  to  the  material  facts  connected  with  the  application  of 
Matthiessen  and  Ward  to  purchase  the  decision  in  said  case  contains 
statement  as  follows: 

An  application  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  (was)  made  by  •  •  .  . 
Matthiessen  and  Ward  as  transferees,  which  was  refused  by  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  and  said  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Department  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  act  of  June  15,  1880,  gave  the  right  of  purchase  only  to  persons 
holding  a  conveyance  from  tbe  entryman,  and  not  to  those  claiming  under  a  mere 
contract  to  convey. 

Since  the  above  named  applicants  were  not  qualified  to  purchase 
under  provision  of  section  2  of  said  act  of  June  15, 1880,  (21  Stat.  237), 
as  their  claim  was  based  merely  upon  a  "contract  to  convey,"  and  not 
upon  a  "conveyance  from  the  entryman,"  the  purchase  money,  paid  at 
the  time  application  to  purchase  ^as  made,  was  not  due  and  payable  at 
such  time — nor  could  it  become  due  and  payable  at  any  future  time  as 
appears  from  the  facts  in  the  case  and  the  law  applicable  thereto — 
wherefore  the  receiver  was  not  authorized  to  accept  such  money  on 
behalf  of  the  government,  by  virtue  of  which  fact  no  liability  could 
attach  to  the  government  where  the  receiver  failed  to  account  for  money 
improperly  paid  to  and  accepted  by  him,  which  constitutes  the  payment 
an  unlawful  one. 

The  facts  in  the  case  of  Matthiessen  and  Ward  being  entirely  dissim- 
ilar to  those  disclosed  by  the  record  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  ruling  in 
said  case  can  have  no  application  whatever  to  the  case  now  under  consid- 
eration. In  the  present  case  Mason  paid  the  purchase  money  at  the 
time  he  submitted  his  final  proof  on  his  desert  land  entry,  and  there- 
fore at  the  particular  time  it  was  payable,  and  at  which  the  receiver 
was  required  to  accept  it,  under  rules  and  instructions  regulating  the 
payment  of  purchase  money  upon  lands  embraced  in  all  cash  entries. 
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Germain  to  that  particular  subject  will  be  found  General  Land  Office 
circular  of  January  5^  1885,  (3  L.  D.,  298)  containing  instractions  as 
follows: 

The  purchase  price  of  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  should  always  accom)>any  the 
I>roof  and  application  to  purchase,  and  if  not  found  therewith  the  papers  must  be 
promptly  rejected  and  returned. 

The  circular  of  November  2, 1886,  (5  L.  D.,  220)— approved  by  this 
Department — to  registers  and  receivers  at  local  land  offices,  contained 
additional  instructions  in  the  following  words: 

Proofs  taken  by  other  officers  than  registers  and  receivers  must  be  immediately 
transmitted,  with  the  money  to  the  register  and  receiver  ....  Proof  without  pay- 
ment must  in  no  case  be  accepted  or  received  by  registers  and  receivers. 

In  the  case  of  Mather  v.  Brown  et  al.  (13  L.  D.  545)  on  review^  it  is 
held  that: 

The  payment  or  tender  of  the  purchase  money  is  an  essential  part  of  the  trans- 
action in  cash  entries  of  the  public  lands. 

The  ruling  in  the  above  cited  case  is  in  strict  accord  with  the  forego- 
ing regulations  and  instructions  of  the  Commissioner  to  registers  and 
receivers  of  local  land  offices,  and  also  with  instructions,  of  date  Novem- 
ber 18, 1884,  (3  L.  D.  188),  wherein  said  officers  were  instructed  that: 

Proof  and  payment  must  be  made  at  the  same  time.  Proof  presented  without 
tender  of  payment  must  be  rejected. 

It  would  appefir  from  the  requirements  of  the  foregoing  regulations 
and  instructions  that  it  was  equally  obligatory  upon  receiver  Lesnet  to 
receive  the  purchase  money  in  question,  as  it  was  upon  Mason  to  pay 
it,  at  the  time  final  proof  was  submitted,  and  before  examination  of 
said  proof  and  in  advance  of  any  action  thereon  by  the  local  office. 

In  analogy  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Andrew  J.  Preston 
(14  L.  D.  200)  the  facts  as  they  appear  of  record  in  the  case  at  bar — 
considered  in  connection  with  appellant's  statement  that  the  final  proof 
submitted  shows  actual  compliance  with  law — would  seem  to  entitle 
Mason's  legal  representative  to  have  the  desert  land  claim  initiated  by 
the  said  Mason,  deceased,  passed  to  final  entry  without  a  second  or 
further  payment  of  the  purchase  money  therefor.  The  said  rule  in 
Preston's  case  is  as  follows :  (syllabus) : 

The  failure  of  a  receiver  to  properly  account  for  the  purchase  money  cannot  defeat 
the  right  to  a  patent  under  the  pre-emption  law,  where  final  proof  is  submitted  in 
due  form  showing  actual  compliance  with  law,  and  full  payment  is  made  for  the 
land. 

In  that  case  it  is  shown  that  final  proof  had  been  made  and  accepted, 
that  the  receiver  had  given  his  receipt  for  the  purchase  money,  and 
tliat  final  certificate  was  issued,  but  it  does  not  appear  from  the  facts 
as  related  in  the  decision  whether  the  purchase  money  was  paid  prior 
or  subsequent  to  examination  and  acceptance  of  said  final  proof.  In 
the  absence  of  any  evidenc^e  to  the  contrary,  however,  it  will  be  pre- 
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sumed  that  the  proceedings  in  all  respects  were  regalar  and  that  all 
was  done  which  was  required  to  be  done, — the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money  as  prescribed  by  regulations,  at  the  time  final  proof  was  sub- 
mitted and  prior  to  tbe  acceptance  thereof. 

The  facts  in  Preston's  case — in  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  time  of 
submitting  final  proof  and  payment  of  purchase  money,  and  the  neg- 
lect of  the  local  officers  to  put  such  proof  upon  record,  and  failure  of 
the  receiver  to  account  for  the  purchase  money  turned  over  to  him — are 
similar,  in  such  particulars,  to  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record  in  the 
case  at  bar,  and  the  ruling  in  the  cited  case,  regarding  the  government's 
liability  for  money  paid  under  the  circumstances  stated,  is  based  upon 
the  rule  therein  quoted,  as  laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case 
of  McEnight  v.  United  States  (00  U.  S.  186)  wherein  the  court  says : 

With  a  few  exceptions,  growing  out  of  considerations  of  public  policy,  the  rules 
of  law  which  apply  to  the  goyernment  and  individuals  are  the  same.  There  is  not 
one  law  for  the  former  and  another  for  the  latter. 

The  rules  of  law  applicable  to  the  transactions  between  individuals, 
whereby  the  principal  is  made  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  agent  per- 
formed in  the  proper  transaction  of  the  business  of  such  principal,  are 
too  well  known  and  settled  to  call  for  discussion  here. 

The  facts  as  related  in  the  case  at  bar  clearly  show  that  Eeceiver 
Lesnet  accepted  the  purchase  money  in  question  as  agent  and  bailee  of 
the  government  at  the  particular  time  it  was  made  payable  and  receiv- 
able by  regulations  and  instructions,  and  that  the  same  was  accepted 
by  him  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  his  official  capacity  as  such 
agent,  while  acting  within  the  limits  of  his  authority  and  recognized 
Jurisdiction.  Under  such  conditions  I  can  imagine  no  consideration  of 
public  policy  which  would  except  the  transaction  between  Mason  and 
the  agent  of  the  government  from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  of 
the  law  of  agency. 

In  the  case  of  ex  parte  Walter  Newton  (22  L.  D.,  322)  however,  where 
the  purchase  money  was  paid  at  the  time  final  proof  was  submitted  for 
the  land  sought  to  be  entered,  and  where  said  official  failed  to  account 
for  the  same,  upon  application  by  Newton  for  re-payment  of  the  money, 
it  was  held  (syllabus)  that: 

The  payment  to  the  receiver  of  the  purchase  price  of  a  tract  of  land  before  the 
local  ofiBce  is  ready  to  act  on  the  application  to  purchase  makes  the  receiver  the 
agent  of  the  applicant,  who  must  look  to  such  officer  for  the  return  of  the  purchase 
money,  if  the  application  is  rejected. 

It  appears  that  in  said  case  Newton  did  not  make  final  proof  upon 
his  pre-emption  claim  until  more  than  three  years  after  settlement  and 
date  of  presenting  his  declaratory  statement,  and  about  four  months 
after  a  homestead  entry  had  been  made  for  the  land  involved,  which 
said  entry  was  not  made  until  very  nearly  two  years  and  eleven  months 
after  Newton's  said  settlement.  A  protest  was  filed  by  the  homestead 
claimant  against  Newton's  proof  and  forwarded  therewith  to  the  local 
office.    A  hearing  was  ordered  and  the  result  thereof  was  that  the 
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local  officers  fonnd  against  Newton  upon  the  ground  that  he  "failed  to 
show  compliance  with  the  law,"  which  judgment  was  affirmed  by  your 
office,  and  his  filing  duly  canceled. 

It  was  due  to  non-compliance  with  law  on  Newton's  part,  and  there- 
fore his  own  fault,  that  his  application  to  purchase  and  enter  the  land 
involved  was  refused,  and  while  departmental  decision  denying  his 
application  for  repayment  of  purchase  money  paid  upon  the  land 
involved  at  time  of  submitting  final  proof  was  just  and  proper,  still 
the  reasoning  upon  which  that  decision  is  based  is  fallacious  and  will 
not  be  followed. 

And  again,  in  the  case  of  Francis  J.  Dysart  (23  L.  D.,  282),  it  likewise 
appears  that  the  purchase  money  was  paid  over  to  the  receiver  simul- 
taneously with  the  submission  of  final  desert  land  proof.  Upon  api)li- 
cation  by  Dysart  for  repayment  of  the  money  so  paid — ^which  the 
receiver  had  failed  to  account  for  to  the  government  or  to  return  to 
Dysart — it  was  held  (syllabus)  that: 

The  payment  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land  to  the  receiver  before  the  accept- 
ance of  final  proof  is  at  the  risk  of  the  purchaser,  and  if  said  proof  is  rejected,  and 
the  receiver  fails  to  account  for  the  money  so  paid  the  right  to  repayment  from  the 
government  cannot  be  recognized. 

The  decision  in  that  case,  as  above  indicated,  is  based  upon  the  rale 
therein  cited,  as  laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  in  Gibbons  v.  United 
States  (8  Wall.,  274),  wherein  the  court  say: 

No  government  has  ever  held  itself  liable  to  indiyiduals  for  the  misfeasance,  laches, 
or  unauthorized  exercise  of  power  by  its  officers  and  agents. 

The  act  of  the  receiver  in  accepting  the  purchase  money  paid  by 
Dysart,  which,  in  accordance  with  regulations  was  due  and  payable  at 
the  time  of  such  acceptance,  was  a  lawful  act  performed  in  a  proi)er 
manner,  and  was  not,  therefore,  either  a  misfeasance  or,  in  any  sense, 
an  unauthorized  act  on  the  part  of  said  official  in  so  accepting  the 
same.  It  was  with  particular  reference  to  the  unauthorized  acts  of  offi- 
cers or  agents  of  the  government  that  the  court  were  speaking  when 
they  gave  expression  to  the  rule  above  laid  down,  in  connection  with 
which  the  court,  later  on  in  the  same  case,  say : 

But  it  is  not  to  be  disguised  that  this  case  is  an  attempt  nnder  the  assamption  of 
an  implied  contract,  to  make  the  government  responsible  for  the  unauthorized  acto 
of  its  officers,  those  acts  being  in  themselves  torts. 

Thus  it  would  appear  that  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  court  in  the  case 
of  Gibbons  v.  United  States,  and  which  is  relied  upon  in  the  case  o( 
Francis  J.  Dysart,  supra^  is  not  applicable  to  the  facts  in  said  case  as 
related  therein,  since  the  act  of  the  receiver  in  accepting  the  purchase 
money  from  Dysart  was  not,  as  already  shown,  unauthorized,  but  valid 
and  proper. 

The  principle  upon  which  the  government  is  held  to  be  liable  ot 
roHponsible  for  public  moneys  received  by  its  bonded  officers  or  agent) 
is  that  the  inceptive  act  of  such  officer  or  agent  must  be  anthorize<l 
and  lawful  in  all  particuhirs.     Where  the  inceptive  act  is  unlawful 
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or  unauthorized  liability  therefor  does  not  attach  to  the  government. 
But  where  such  inceptive  act  is  a  lawful  one,  and  one  which  is  duly 
authorized,  then  a  subsequent  unlawful  and  unauthorized  act  on  the 
part  of  an  officer  or  agent,  such  as  misappropriating  or  embezzling 
public  moneys  received  in  the  due  course  of  business,  can  not  invalidate 
the  prior  legal  act  of  accepting  such  moneys  so  as  to  relieve  the 
government  of  all  responsibility  therefor. 

Dysart's  final  proof  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that  it  failed  to  show 
entire  reclamation  of  the  tract  covered  by  his  desert  land  entry,  and 
he  filed  his  voluntary  relinquishment,  and  his  entry  was  thereupon 
canceled.  His  application  for  repayment  of  the  purchase  money  paid 
by  him  and  which  was  unaccounted  for  by  the  government's  agent 
could  have  been  considered  and  disposed  of  under  section  2  of  the  act 
of  June  16, 1880  (21  Stat.  287),  relating  to  repayments,  and  should  have 
been  disposed  of  under  the  provisions  of  said  statute,  instead  of  upon 
the  grounds  stated  in  the  decision  in  said  case. 

Payment  of  purchase  money  having  been  made  at  time  final  proof 
was  submitted  in  Dysart's  case,  it  was  error  to  hold  that  such  payment 
to  the  receiver  before  the  acceptance  or  approval  of  such  final  proof 
was  at  the  risk  of  the  purchaser  in  case  such  proof  was  rejected,  since 
payment  is  required  to  be  made,  as  hereinbefore  shown,  prior  to  the 
acceptance  of  proof. 

While  the  judgment  in  said  case  was  undoubtedly  correct,  since 
Dysart  by  and  through  his  own  fault  alone  failed  t>o  make  final  desert 
land  entry  of  the  land  involved,  yet  the  reason  given  for  rejecting  his 
applications  for  repayment — when  it  appears  that  the  purchase  money 
was  paid  strictly  in  accordance  with  departmental  ruling  and  existing 
regulations — upon  the  ground  that  such  payment  was  not  lawful  and 
proper,  is  not  now  approved  and  will  not  be  followed. 

Since  Eussell,  as  administrator,  in  the  case  at  bar,  applies  for  allow- 
ance of  final  entry  of  the  land  in  question  upon  the  grounds  herein- 
before stated,  and  not  for  repayment  of  the  purchase  price  thereof,  the 
government  is  not  without  the  authority  of  law  to  discharge  its  obliga- 
tion for  the  money  received  and  embezzled  by  Receiver  Lesnet,  its 
authorized  agent.  Such  liability  can  be  discharged  by  acceptance  or 
allowance  of  applicant's  application. 

You  will,  therefore,  cause  the  final  proof  submitted,  as  alleged,  in 
this  case  to  be  examined,  and  if  upon  examination  the  same  is  found 
correct  and  sufficient  in  all  particulars  by  your  office,  it  shall  be  ap- 
proved, and  Mason's  legal  representative  will  be  allowed  to  make  final 
entry  of  so  much  of  the  land  claimed  as  has  been  reclaimed  and  paid 
for  to  which  the  estate  of  the  said  Mason,  deceased,  would  be  entitled 
under  law,  without  further  payment  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land 
involved. 

The  decision  appealed  from,  modified  as  above  indicated,  is  hereby 
affirmed. 
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Allen  L.  Bttbgess. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  January  8, 1897,  24 
L.  J).y  11,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  September  2, 1897. 


RAILBOAB  LAKDS-SBCnON  5,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1887. 

Grandin  et  al.  V.  La  Bab. 

In  holding  that  the  right  of  purchase  from  the  government  nnder  section  5,  act  of 
March  3,  1887,  is  not  restricted  to  cases  in  which  the  purchase  from  the  companj 
was  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  but  that  the  protection  extended  to 
settlers  in  the  second  proviso  to  said  section  is  limited  to  settlement  made  before 
the  passage  of  said  act,  the  Department  recognizes  the  remedial  purpose  of  said 
section,  and  the  rule  of  construction  that  the  proviso,  being  a  limitation  of  the 
remedy,  must  necessarily  receive  a  strict  construction. 

A  settler  who  is  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  second  proviso  to  said  section  is  not 
entitled  to  plead  want  of  notice  as  to  adverse  claims  through  the  company,  where 
at  the  time  of  his  settlement  he  was  apprised  of  the  company's  selection,  and  the 
record  at  such  time  disclosed  a  conveyance  of  the  land  by  the  company. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  tfie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  2^  1897.  (F.  W.  0.) 

Edward  6.  La  Bar  has  petitioned  for  the  exercise  of  the  snpervisory 
power  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  the  matter  of  the  case  of 
Grandin  et  al,  v.  La  Bar  involving  the  SW.  J,  Sec.  7,  T.  146  N.,  B.  50 
W.,  Fargo  land  district,  North  Dakota,  and  that  further  hearing  be 
afforded  him  to  the  end  that  hemay  be  sustained  in  his  claimed  superior 
right  to  said  tract. 

La  Bar's  claim  to  this  tract  is  based  upon  a  settlement  made  October 
1,  1867.  The  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  the 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  company,  and  was  included  in  its  list  of  selec- 
tions filed  March  19,  1883. 

In  the  contest  that  arose  between  La  Bar  and  the  company  upon  his 
(La  Bar's)  application  to  enter  the  land,  the  company's  selection  was 
ordered  canceled  and  La  Bar  was  permitted  to  complete  entry  as 
applied  for.  See  departmental  decision  of  October  14, 1893  (17  L.  D., 
406).  La  Bar  thereupon  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  submit  final 
proof,  December  30,  1893,  being  named  in  the  notice. 

On  December  20,  1893,  John  L.  and  William  J.  Grandin  made  formal 
application  to  purchase  this  land  under  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  (24  Stat.,  556),  alleging  that  they  had  purchased 
the  land  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  company  on  September  15, 
1876,  and  on  the  following  day  (December  30,  1893),  filed  a  protest 
against  the  acceptance  of  La  Bar's  proof. 

La  Bar  made  proof  as  advertised,  which  was  duly  accepted  by  the 
local  officers,  the  protest  by  the  Grandins  being  overruled,  and  final 
certificate  issued  to  La  Bar. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  195 

In  accordance  with  your  ofSce  letter  of  May  4,  1894,  the  Grandins 
were  permitted  to  oifer  proof  in  support  of  their  application  to  purchase 
and  La  Bar  was  specially  cited  to  appear. 

At  the  appointed  time  both  parties  appeared  and  hearing  was  duly 
held. 

Upon  the  record  made,  the  local  officers  recommended  that  La  Bar's 
entry  be  canceled.  Said  recommendation  was  sustained  and  La 
Bar's  entry  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  decision  upon  said 
record,  and,  upon  appeal,  your  office  decision  was  affirmed  (23  L.  D.,301). 

In  his  petition  La  Bar  states  that — 

I  did,  on  the  let  day  of  October,  1887,  make  a  pre-emption  settlement  on  said  tract. 
I  immediately  commenced  improvements  on  the  land,  built  a  house  thereon  into 
which  1  moved  my  family,  and  I  have  continued  to  reside  on  that  land  with  my 
family  to  the  present  day.  It  is  my  only  home,  and  I  have  on  said  tract  over  $9000 
worth  of  improvements,  including  a  house  which  cost  $900,  a  barn  which  cost  $500, 
a  granary  which  cost  $500,  a  well  which  cost  $300,  and  other  improvements. 

It  is  not  only  my  home,  but  all  I  have,  the  saving  of  years  of  toil  and  labor,  is 
invested  in  that  land. 

When  I  settled  October  1st,  1887,  it  was  wild  prairie,  not  a  sod  had  been  turned, 
nor  any  improvements  whatever  made  thereon.  There  were  no  signs  or  evidence  of 
ownership  ov  possession  on  the  land. 

I  supposed  and  believed  that  there  was  no  claim  to  it  by  any  person  or  persons 
except  the  government  and  the  railroad  company,  and  my  settlement  and  improve- 
ments were  made  in  perfect  good  faith,  and  were  based  upon  the  public  orders  of  the 
L:ind  Department,  stating  that  these  lands  were  subject  to  entry. 

I  earnestly  ask  your  special  attention  to  these  facts  in  relation  to  my  settlement. 

The  railroad  company  asserted  a  claim  to  the  tract  adverse  to  mine,  and  after 
much  litigation  the  case  was  iinaUy  decided  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
October  14,  1893,  in  my  favor,  and  he  held  that  I  had  a  right  to  make  final  entry  and 
payment  for  the  land  (17  L.  D.,  406). 

In  compliance  with  this  decision  I  did  on  December  30, 1893,  make  final  entry  and 
payment  for  the  tract,  and  it  was  at  this  time  that  J.  L.  &  W.  J.  Graudin  made 
application  to  purchase  the  tract  under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887, 
and  notwithstanding  the  express  decision  which  had  been  made  in  my  favor  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  awarding  me  the  land,  and  the  fact  I  had  made  payment 
for  it,  and  the  fact  that  I  was  a  settler  on  the  land  under  the  orders  of  the  Land 
Department,  and  had  resided  thereon  for  years.  Secretary  Smith  did,  on  August  29, 
1896,  render  a  decision  cancelling  my  entry,  and  awarding  the  land  to  the  said 
Grandin  (23  L.  D.,  301). 

Now,  this  petition  is  filed  to  ask  that  you  wiU  correct  the  wrong  and  injustice 
inflicted  upon  me  by  this  action,  and  to  reconsider  this  case  upon  the  point  that  was 
entirely  ignored  by  Secretary  Smith  in  his  decision,  and  upon  a  point  which  justi- 
fies a  rehearing  in  the  case. 

An  examination  of  the  decision  of  Secretary  Smith  shows  that  no  notice  was  taken 
of,  or  any  attention  given  to,  the  fact  that  I  was  a  settler  upon  the  land,  and  was 
protected  by  the  express  provision  of  law.  I  ask  for  this  rehearing,  not  upon  the 
ground  that  a  man  can  not  be  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  from  a  railroad  company 
who  makes  payment  for  his  land  with  the  stock  issued  by  the  company,  which  was 
the  only  question  discussed  by  Secretary  Smith  in  his  decision,  but  I  ask  it  upon  the 
ground  that  the  land  upon  which  I  was  a  settler  was  not  subject  to  purchase  under 
the  &th  section  of  the  act 'of  March  3rd,  1887,  that  it  could  not  be  thus  purchased  to 
the  exclnsion  of  my  right  as  a  settler  in  good  faith. 

The  proviso  to  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  expressly  stipulates 
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that  the  provisions  of  said  seotion  shall  not  apply  to  land  settled  upon  subsequent 
to  December  1,  1882.  In  other  words,  lands  thus  settled  upon  are  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  said  section.  This  provision  of  the  law  is  clear  and  explicit,  and  I 
submit  that  it  was  in  accordance  with  the  general  tenor  of  land  legislation,  which 
has  for  its  aim  and  purpose  the  settlement  of  the  public  lands,  and  the  protection  of 
bona  fide  settlers,  who  have,  upon  the  faith  given  to  the  promises  of  the  government 
by  its  citizens,  made  their  homes  upon  the  public  lands  as  I  have  done. 

I  am  aware  that  the  Land  Department  has  held  in  some  cases  that  the  proviso  to 
the  5th  seotion  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  protecting  settlers,  does  not  apply  to 
those  who  settle  after  the  passage  of  said  act. 

In  the  argument  filed  in  support  of  the  petition,  after  referring  to 
the  rulings  of  this  Department  to  the  efiect  that  a  settlement  under 
the  second  proviso  of  the  5tb  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887, 
(supra)  must  have  been  made  before  the  passage  of  the  act,  it  is  stated — 

The  Department  held  (22  L.  D.,  238),  that  a  party  who  purchased  from  the  rail- 
road company  subsequent  to  the  )iassage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  is  protected  by 
the  St 

Let  us  carry  these  two  rulings  to  their  logical  conclusion  and  see  how  cruel  and 
unjust  it  is  to  hold  that  a  purchaser  subHequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  is  protected 
by  its  provision,  but  that  an  honest  and  bona  fide  settler  is  not  thus  protected. 

In  the  case  of  Osborn  et  al,  v.  Knight  (on  review),  23  L.  D.,  216,  the 
contention  was  made  that  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Balch  v,  Andras, 
(22  L.  D.,  238),  in  effect  overruled  the  previous  holdings  of  this  Depart- 
ment on  the  question  as  to  the  right  of  a  settler  under  the  second  pro- 
viso to  said  section  5,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  in  the  answer 
thereto  it  was  stated : 

Under  the  repeated  rulings  of  the  Department,  a  settlement  claim  initiated  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  cannot  affect  the  right  of  the  purchaser 
from  the  company  to  make  purchase  from  the  United  States  under  the  provisions 
contained  in  the  body  of  section  five  of  said  act  (Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Omaha  Ry.  Co.,  11  L.  D..  607;  Union  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.  v.  McKinley,  14  L.  D., 
237;  and  Swineford  et  al,  v.  Piper,  19  L.  D.,  9). 

I  can  see  no  reason  for  changing  this  holding,  nor  does  the  decision  of  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Balch  v.  Andrus  (supra)  make  a  change  necessary. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  was  remedial  in  its  nature,  and  should 
be  liberally  construed  to  embrace  the  remedy,  viz :  the  protection  of  those  who  had 
in  good  faith  brought  (bought)  lands  supposed  to  have  passed  under  a  railroad  land 
grant  which  had,  for  any  reason,  been  excepted  therefrom. 

In  the  case  of  Balch  v.  Andrus  (supra)  it  was  held : 

*  That  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  purchase  f^om  the  company  was  made 
before  or  after  the  i)as8age  of  the  act  of  March  3;  1887,  if  made  in  good  faith,  believ- 
ing the  title  to  be  good  and  before  the  land  purchased  was  held  to  be  excepted  from 
the  grant.' 

The  second  proviso  to  said  section  in  favor  of  settlers  was  a  limitation  upon  the 
right  of  purchase  and  should  be  strictly  construed.  To  hold  that  it  embraced 
settlements  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  would  be  to  offer 
an  inducement  to  'jumpers'  to  settle  upon  lands  held  under  a  title  believed  to  be 
good,  a  purpose  it  cannot  be  believed  was  intended  by  the  legislators. 

La  Bar  claims  to  have  had  no  notice  of  any  claim  through  the  rail- 
road company  at  the  time  he  made  his  settlement,  bat  the  proof  made 
by  the  Grandins  shows  that  their  deed  from  the  company  was  recorded 
as  early  as  March  10, 1877,  more  than  ten  years  prior  to  his  settlement. 
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This  was  constructive  notice  to  La  Bar,  and  as  he  was  apprised  of 
the  selection  by  the  company  he  was  put  apon  inquiry  as  to  whether 
the  land  had  been  sold  by  it. 

While  it  is  unfortunate  that  he  had  expended  large  sums  in  the 
improvement  of  this  tract,  yet  this  Department  is  powerless  to  afford 
him  protection  in  the  same  by  patenting  to  him  the  land  under  his 
entry. 

The  petition  is  accordingly  denied  and  herewith  returned  for  the  files 
of  your  office. 


Pennington  v.  New  Orleans  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  July  27, 1897, 26  L.  D., 
61,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  September  2, 1897. 


KELrNQUISHMENT— VOLUNTARY  ACT— AGENT. 

Kerb  v.  Kelly. 

Arelinqnishment  wiU  not  be  recognized  if  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  vol- 
untary  act  of  the  entryman. 

Under  a  relinqnishment  executed  without  consideration,  and  for  the  benefit  of  one 
holding  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  entryman,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  party 
presenting  the  same  to  show  that  no  advantage  was  taken  of  the  entryman^  if 
the  good  faith  of  the  transaction  is  called  in  question  by  him. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  2, 1897.  (C.  W.  P.) 

On  February  23, 1886,  Thomas  Kerr  made  timber  culture  entry,  No. 
1163,  of  the  S  W.  4  of  Sec.  34,  T.  23  S.,  R.  28,  Visalia  land  district,  Cali- 
fornia. On  June  28, 1892,  Edward  J.  Kelly  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  which  was  received  by  the  local  officers,  subject  to 
a  prior  contest  then  pending  against  said  entry. 

On  August  30,  1893,  Kelly  withdrew  his  contest  and  filed  a  relin- 
quishment of  said  timber  culture  entry,  purporting  to  be  execut/Cd  by 
said  Kerr  on  November  29, 1890:  whereupon  said  timber  culture  entry 
was  canceled  on  the  records  of  the  local  office.  On  the  same  day  Kelly 
presented  homestead  application  for  said  land,  which  the  local  officers 
received  and  held  suspended  until  the  final  disposition  of  the  x)ending 
prior  contest. 

On  September  4,  1893,  Kerr  filed  an  application,  whereby  he  asked 
that  his  timber  culture  entry  be  reinstated  on  the  ground  that  he  never 
knowingly  executed  said  relinquishment,  and  if  he  did  execute  the 
same  that  he  was  then  confined  in  the  hospital  of  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco,  California,  and  was  in  feeble  health,  and  it  was  pro- 
cured by  his  being  deceived  as  to  its  nature,  and  that  the  same  is 
fraudulent  and  is  not  an  abandonment  duly  acknowledged  by  him. 

A  hearing  was  thereupon  had  before  the  local  officers  on  September 
24, 1895.    Upon  the  testimony  submitted  the  local  officers,  on  October 
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17, 1895,  found  that  Kerr  executed  said  relinquishment  when  he  was 
in  a  very  feeble  condition ;  that  he  did  not  intentionally  execute  and 
delirer  it  to  Kelly,  or  any  one  else,  to  file,  and  that  there  is  no  evidence 
of  its  delivery ;  and  they  recommend  that  the  relinquishment  be  set 
aside  and  Kelly's  timber  culture  entry  reinstated. 

On  appeal,  your  office,  by  decision  of  April  22, 1896,  held  that  it  is 
plain  that  this  relinquishment  had  no  legal  effect;  that  a  relinquish- 
ment to  be  effective  must  be  the  volnntaiy  act  of  the  entryman ;  and 
that  Edward  Kelly,  the  father  of  Edward  J.  Kelly,  received  the  relin- 
quishment, while  he  was  Kerr's  agent,  when  he  received  other  papers 
from  Kerr  for  safe  keeping;  and  that  it  was  not  in  legal  contemplation 
such  an  instrument,  while  it  was  in  his  custody,  and  that  no  authority 
is  shown,  or  claimed,  authorizing  Edward  Kelly  to  deliver  the  relin- 
quishment to  his  son,  Edward  J.  Kelly,  or  to  file  it  himself  in  the  land 
office,  and  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers. 

Kelly  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  material  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  decision  appealed 
from,  and  I  concur  in  your  office  decision  that  the  relinquishment  should 
be  set  aside  and  Kerr's  timber  culture  entry  reinstated. 

In  the  case  of  Demmgv,  Cuthbert  et  al.y  5  L.  D.,  365,  it  is  held  that 
itis  competent  for  the  Department  to  investigate  and  determine  whether 
a  relinquishment  was  executed  in  good  faith,  or  whether  the  Depart- 
ment has  been  imposed  upon  by  fraud.  And  in  the  case  of  O'Brien  v. 
Eichtarik,  8  L.  D.,  192,  it  is  said  that  it  is  well  settled  that  a  relinquish- 
ment, to  be  effective,  must  be  the  voluntary  act  of  the  entryman. 

Kerr  swears  that  the  relinquishment  was  not  his  voluntary  act,  and 
that  it  was  not  filed  in  the  local  office  with  his  knowledge  or  consent. 
And  it  is  not  pretended  that  it  was  executed  by  Kerr  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. If  it  is  claimed  that  it  was  executed  for  the  benefit  of 
Edward  Kelly,  without  consideration,  the  testimony  shows  that  at  the 
time  Kerr  executed  the  relinquishment,  Edward  Kelly  occupied  a  con- 
fidential relation  to  Kerr — that  he  had  been  authorized  by  power  of 
attorney  to  represent  Kerr  in  the  contest  then  pending  against  his  entry, 
and  it  is  an  established  principle  of  equity  jurisprudence,  that  a  party 
seeking  to  set  aside  a  gift,  or  other  disposition  of  property  in  favor  of 
one  who  stands  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  him,  is  not  called  upon  to  show 
direct  fraud,  or  advantage  taken  of  the  confidential  relation  between 
them ;  but  that  such  party  ought  himself  to  show  that  nosuch  advantage 
was  taken ;  that  all  was  fair;  that  he  received  the  gift  freely  and  know- 
ingly on  the  giver's  part,  and  as  a  stranger  might.  (Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  Sees.  307-308^11-315.) 

Edward  J.  Kelly  has  not  thought  proper  to  call  his  father,  Edward 
Kelly,  as  a  witness,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  no  advantage  was  taken  of 
Kerr,  that  all  was  fair.  And  the  defendant  Edward  J.  Kelly  does  not 
pretend  that  he  paid  anything  for  the  relinquishment.  The  Department 
will  not  sanction  such  a  transaction.  Your  office  decision  is  affirmed 
accordingly. 
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Behas  V.  Sweet. 

Petition  for  reconsideration  of  departmental  action  herein,  see  24 
L.  D.,  158,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  September  2, 1897. 


segregation  subvet-micandeb  line-bipabiak  bights. 

State  op  California  et  al.  v.  United  States  et  al.     (Ow 

Review.) 

Id  the  case  of  a  survey  that  is  closed  upon  a  meander  line  ran  for  the  purpose  of 
separating  arable  lands  from  alleged  swamp  and  overflowed  lands,  lying  npon 
the  borders  of  a  lake,  thus  leaving  a  tract  unsurveyed  between  the  shore  of  said 
lake  and  said  meander  line,  parties  taking  title  to  the  lands  so  surveyed  acquire 
no  riparian  rights  to  the  unsurveyed  lands  lying  beyond  said  meander  line. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commiasioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Septem- 
( W.  V.  D.)  ber  2, 1897.  (0.  J.  G.) 

A  motion  has  been  filed  in  this  Department  for  review  of  its  decision 
of  January  30, 1897,  in  the  case  of  State  of  California  et  al.  v.  The  United 
States  et  al.  (24  L.  D.,  68),  involving  certain  unsurveyed  lands,  border- 
ing on  Little  Klamath  Lake,  in  T.  47  N.,  R.  2  E.  and  T.  48  N.,  B.  1  E., 
H.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco  land  district,  California. 

The  main  point  upon  which  said  departmental  decision  was  predi- 
cated is  that  the  lands  in  controversy  have  never  been  officially  sur- 
veyed. The  Department  therefore  directed  a  survey  of  the  unsurveyed 
lands  in  T.  47  N.,  B.  2  E.,  in  order  to  quiet  certain  titles  thereto,  but 
refused  to  direct  a  survey  of  the  lands  in  T.  48  If.,  R.  1  E.,  because  it 
does  not  appear  that  title  to  any  of  said  lands  has  passed  from  the 
government. 

The  grounds  for  the  motion  lor  review  are  stated  in  the  following 
specifications  of  error : 

1.  In  finding  that  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  survey  was  neither  swamp  land  nor 
part  of  the  lake-bed. 

2.  In  holding  that  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  survey  should  have  been  surveyed 
as  agricultural  public  land. 

3.  In  holding  that  the  plat  is  erroneous  in  representing  the  land  as  part  of  the 
lake-bed. 

4.  In  assuming  power  to  correct  supposed  errors  in  a  previous  final  judgment  of 
the  Department. 

5.  In  holding  that  the  facts  of  the  present  case  required  or  Justified  the  exercise  of 
said  supposed  corrective  power. 

For  the  purx)oses  of  the  present  decision  it  will  only  be  necessary  to 
invite  attention  to  some  of  the  salient  facts  upon  which  the  former 
departmental  decision  was  based. 

The  original  proceedings  in  this  case  were  instituted  by  John  A. 
Fairchild  et  at,  who,  styling  themselves  as  "  applicants  for  the  gov- 
ernment title  to  the  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  hereinafter  described," 
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petitioned  the  governor  of  California  for  an  immediate  survey  of  said 
lands. 

Subsequently  W.  B.  McOill  et  ah,  representing  themselves  as  home- 
stead settlers  upon  the  lands  in  question,  intervened  by  filing  a  petition 
in  which  they  denied  the  claim  of  the  State  of  Oalifornia  and  the 
swamp  land  claimants,  that  said  lands  are  or  were  swamp  and  over- 
flowed.   They  therefore 

prayed  that  the  lands  be  officially  anryeyed,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  respective 
rights  of  the  State  of  California  and  the  swamp  land  claimants  on  the  one  hand,  and 
of  the  United  States  and  the  homestead  settlers  on  the  other;  in  order  that  they  may 
be  able  to  make  their  entries  according  to  law. 

A  hearing  was  accordingly  had,  and  in  due  time  all  the  papers  in  the 
case  were  transmitted  to  your  ofQce.  The  principal  question  at  said 
hearing  was  as  to  the  character  of  these  lands  at  the  date  of  the 
swamp-land  grant,  namely,  September  28, 1850. 

It  appears  that  the  survey  upon  which  the  first  plat  of  T.  47  N., 
fi.  2  E.,  was  based,  was  made  in  the  year  1874.  At  that  time  United 
States  Deputy  Surveyor  McKay  ran  and  established  a  meander  line  to 
mark  the  boundary  between  the  ^< plateau"  of  arable  public  land  and 
the  lands  which  he  considered  swampy  and  unfit  for  cultivation.  This 
left  unsurveyed  a  tract,  containing  by  estimation  7,080.69  acres,  be- 
tween the  arable  land  aforesaid  and  the  boundary  of  Little  Klamath 
Lake.  This  is  the  tract  in  controversy  and  was  designated  by  the 
deputy  surveyor  on  his  plat  and  field  notes  as  <<  swamp  and  overflowed 
land.''  It  lay  between  the  ^*  inner  meander  line,"  so  called  by  the  sur- 
veyor, separating  the  arable  from  the  alleged  swamp  and  overflowed 
land,  and  the  '^ outer  meander  line"  (imaginary)  separating  the  swamp 
and  overflowed  land  from  the  waters  of  the  lake  proper.  The  sub- 
divisional  lines  were  closed  at  the  '^  inner  meander  line,"  thus  leaving, 
as  heretofore  stated,  the  land  in  question  unsurveyed. 

Tour  office,  in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  surveyor-general, 

found  the  retnms  of  surrey  defective  and  irregular  ....  in  that  neither  the  exte- 
rior meanders  nor  subdivisional  lines  were  actually  established  in  the  Held;  

but  the  line  called  the  outer  line  of  tule,  etc.,  or  segregation  of  the  impassable 
swamp  from  the  open  lake,  although  run  and  measured  on  the  ice,  was  not  marked 
in  any  manner,  neither  was  there  any  subdivisional  comer  set  or  driven  in  any  part 
of  the  ''impassable  swamp.'' 

Your  office  thereupon  took  the  following  action: 

Under  these  circumstances  the  survey  as  a  whole,  cannot  be  approved  by  this 
office,  and  is  therefore  rejected  in  so  far  as  relates  to  the  running  of  said  "outer 
meander  line"  and  the  consequent  platting  of  swamp  lands. 

I  have  to  direct  that  upon  receipt  hereof,  you  will  make  annotation  upon  the  plat 
and  field  notes  of  this  survey,  of  my  decision,  and  prepare  a  new  plat  showing  the 
survey  of  the  township  only  to  the  '^  inner  meander  line,''  so  called  by  the  surveyor. 

The  surveyor  general  went  in  person  upon  these  lands  and  "carefully 
retraced  the  line  of  segregation  of  the  swamp  and  overflowed  land  from 
the  dry  land."    In  his  report  to  your  office  he  says: 

I  found  that  said  line  was  properly  established ;  and  that  the  meander  line  of  Mr. 
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McKay's  sarvey  had  been  properly  run  upon  the  shores  of  the  lake,  and  might  have 
been  established  at  any  time  by  submitting  to  a  little  InconTenieuce  and  wading 
through  the  mud — the  waiting  for  the  formation  of  the  ice  being  wholly  unnecessary. 

On  March  20, 1894,  your  ofiice  rendered  a  decision  in  this  case,  find- 
ing that  for  many  years  (prior  to  1874,  and  doubtless  in  1850)  the  waters 
of  Little  Klamath  Lake  covered  all  the  lands  which  were  subsequently 
found  to  be  situate  outside  of  the  meander  line  established  by  McKay 
in  his  survey  of  1874  and  1879. 

After  thus  finding  that  these  lands  did  not  pass  to  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia under  the  swamp  land  grant  of  September  28, 1850,  your  office 
decided  as  follows : 

It  therefore  seems  clear  that  the  requisite  exterior,  meander  and  subdivisional 
lines  in  T.  47  N.,  B.  2  £.,  M.D.M.,  should  be  extended,  where  the  title  to  the  lands 
np  to  the  shore  line  remains  in  the  government,  and  you  are  accordingly  hereby 
authorized  to  award  a  contract  to  a  competent  and  reliable  deputy  surveyor  for  the 
extension  of  said  lines.  This  authorization,  however,  must  not  be  applied  to  any 
portion  of  the  uncovered  or  recoHsion  lands  in  said  township  when  the  titles  to  the 
lots  adjoining  the  original  meander  lines  of  Little  Klamath  lake  in  sections  17,  18, 
19,  20,  30,  34  and  35,  as  hereinbefore  detailed,  have  been  disposed  of;  it  being  held 
in  those  cases  that  the  riparian  rights  of  said  adjoining  proprietors  must  be  recog- 
nized. 

No  appeal  was  taken  from  your  said  office  decision  either  by  the  State 
of  California  or  the  swamp  land  claimants;  consequently  the  question 
as  to  the  character  of  these  lands  is  eliminated  from  the  case,  leaving 
it  to  stand  upon  the  petition  of  the  homestead  settlers  for  an  official 
survey,  *'in  order  that  they  may  be  able  to  make  their  entries  according 
to  law.^  The  only  question  to  be  decided,  then,  was  whether  the  land 
upon  which  these  people  have  their  homes  was  or  was  not  i)ublie  land 
which  had  not  been  officially  surveyed. 

The  swamp  land  claimants  have  appeared  in  opposition  to  the  home- 
stead settlers,  now  ^^  claiming  as  riparian  purchasers  of  the  lands 
involved,"  and  file  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of 
January  30, 1897,  as  heretofore  stated;  thus  expecting,  as  was  stated 
in  said  decision,  to  accomplish  the  same  practical  results  that  they  had 
hoped  to  attain  by  their  petition  as  swamp  land  claimants. 

The  Department  approved  the  finding  of  your  office  that  on  September 
2S^  1850,  these  lands  were  not  swamp  and  overflowed,  and  affirmed  your 
office  decision  disallowing  the  claim  of  the  State  of  California  to  said 
lands  under  the  swamp  laud  act. 

The  Department  did  not  concur,  however,  in  the  finding  of  your  office 
that  the  lands  in  question  were  once  part  of  the  bed  of  Little  Klamath 
lake,  or  that  the  fractional  lots  shown  upon  the  maps  of  the  township 
abutted  upon  or  were  adjoining  to  the  shore  of  said  lake,  or  that  the 
owners  of  said  lots  had  riparian  rights  which  must  be  recognized.  It 
was  held  that 

the  topography  of  the  neighboring  country  as  shown  in  evideuce,  proves  conclu- 
sively, that  it  is  physicaUy  impossible,  that  the  lands  referred  to^  could  have  been 
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covered  in  1850,  or  in  1874;  or  in  1880,  or  at  any  other  time,  since  1850,  by  the  waters 
of  Little  Klamatb  lake. 

As  to  the  character  of  said  land  the  Department  held  as  follows: 

Moreover,  if  it  were  trae  that  in  the  year  1850,  said  7,080.69  acres  constituted  part 
of  the  bed  of  Little  Klamath  lake  and  were  entirely  covered  by  it«  waters,  that  fact 
(if  shown)  would  be  immaterial  and  irrelevant  in  this  case.  If  in  the  interval 
between  1850  and  1874,  said  7,080.69  acres  had  been  brought  to  the  light,  by  accretion 
or  by  reliction — by  the  gradual  accumulation  of  earthy  matter  or  by  the  recession 
of  the  waters  of  the  lake— such  increment  of  land  would  have  been  in  1874  the 
property  of  the  United  States  as  the  sole  owner  during  that  period  of  time 

The  witnesses  all  agreed  that  in  1874,  there  was  no  lake  upon  the  land  in  contro- 
versy ;  and  that  the  estimated  tract  of  7,080.69  acres,  designated  on  the  first  map  as 
''swamp  and  overflowed  lund,''  was  land  in  fnll  view.  They  differed  as  to  the 
character  of  the  land,  whether  it  was  in  whole  or  in  part,  wet  or  dry — arable  or  unfit 
for  cultivation.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  disposition  of  this  case  to  decide  between 
them.  It  is  enough  to  find,  as  the  Department  does,  that  there  is  a  large  body  of 
public  lands  belonging  to  the  United  States  which  has  never  been  surveyed  now 
occupied  by  homestead  settlers. 

Thus,  contrary  to  the  allegation  in  the  first  specification  of  error,  the 
Department  refrained  from  finding  what  was  the  character  of  these 
lands  at  the  time  of  the  1874  survey. 

What  is/  known  as  the  official  map  of  February  3, 1880,  was  con- 
struc^ted  from  the  field  notes  of  the  surveys  on  file  in  the  surveyor 
generaPs  office,  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  contained  in  your 
office  letter  rejecting  in  part  the  survey  of  1874.  This  Department,  in 
construing  said  instructions,  employed  the  following  language: 

Your  office  distinctly  recognized  ^Hhe  inner  meander  line  so  called  by  the  sur- 
veyor,''— not  as  a  meander  of  Little  Klamath  Lake — but  as  the  line  of  demarkation 
between  the  lands  high  and  arable,  and  the  lands  alleged  to  be  swamp  and  over- 
flowed; and  plainly  directed  the  surveyor  general  to  '^  prepare  a  new  plat  showing 
the  survey  of  the  township  only  to  that  line^''  which  was  in  fact  the  extent  of 
McKay's  actual  survey.  Your  office  thus  approved  the  plat  and  survey  and  field 
notes  first  returned,  so  far  as  the  courses  had  been  run,  lines  meandered,  and  comers 
established,  actually,  in  the  field;  and  rejected  them  only  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
township.  The  new  plat  was  intended  to  show  that  the  township  was  only  partially 
surveyed ;  and  that  all  the  lands  north  and  east  and  northeast  of  the  arable  land 
aforesaid  were  unsurveyed. 

From  this  it  may  be  seen  that  the  Department  did  not  find  that  the 
land  at  date  of  survey  should  have  been  surveyed  as  agricultural  land, 
as  set  out  in  specification  of  error  number  two;  only  that  the  lands 
outside  the  "inner  meander  line*'  were  unsurveyed.  19'either  did  the 
Department  hohl  tliat  the  plat  of  survey  was  erroneous  in  representing 
the  land  as  part  of  the  lake  bed,  as  claimed  in  specification  number 
three;  only  that  the  plat  represented  no  survey  north  and  east  and 
nortlieast  of  this  meander  line.  The  Department  held  that  the  new 
plat  and  the  first  plat,  which  were  bound  together, 

show  conclusively  that  none  of  the  lots  surveyed  and  numbered  therein  abnt  upon 
or  adjoin  Little  Klamath  lake;— except  lots  4,  5  and  6  in  section  25,  which  have  not 
been  disposed  of  by  the  United  States. 
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It  was  therefore  held  that  none  of  the  owners  of  tbese  lots  have  any 
riparian  rights  whatever;  ^'that  the  lands  granted  by  tbeir  patents 
were  limited  by  the  straight  snbdiyisional  and  meander  lines  which 
deiined  the  lots  on  the  face  of  the  map."  As  previoasly  set  oat  herein, 
the  depaty  surveyor  did  not  make  an  actual  survey  north  of  his  meander 
line  which  separated  the  arable  from  the  alleged  swamp  and  overflowed 
lands.  Yonr  office  directed  that  a  new  map  be  constructed  from  the 
field  notes  of  the  actual  surveys,  '^  showing  the  survey  of  the  township 
only  to  the  4nner  meander  line'."  This  new  map  was  recorded  as  the 
official  map,  and  all  filings,  entries  and  patents  were  made  and  issued 
with  reference  to  said  map.  The  lines  of  survey  were  closed  upon  this 
inner  meander  line,  which  separated  the  arable  lands  according  to  the 
survey  Irom  lands  that  have  never  been  surveyed.  Hence,  the  pat- 
entees could  have  no  riparian  rights,  as  they  were  limited  by  said  line, 
the  unsurveyed  lands  outside  thereof  belonging  to  the  United  States. 

The  Department  deems  it  unnecessary  to  consider  specifications  of 
error  numbers  four  and  five.  From  what  has  been  set  forth  herein  it 
may  be  seen  that  the  motion  for  review  presents  no  essential  matters 
of  law  or  fact  not  heretofore  carefully  considered  and  abjudicated. 
The  said  motion  is  accordingly  denied. 


Doyle  v.  Bendeb. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  June  17, 1897, 24  L.  D.^ 
635,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  September  2, 1897. 


railhoad  grant-swamp  grant-adjustment. 
DoRN  V.  Ellingson.    (On  Eevtew.) 

A  notation  appearing  of  record,  at  the  date  of  a  railroad  grant,  that  a  traet  has  been 
selected  as  swamp  laud  is  ineftectiye  as  against  the  operation  of  the  grant,  if,  at 
such  time,  said  notation  appeared  of  record  without  authority  of  law. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  2, 1897.  (B.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  l^W.^J  of  the 
SE.  \  of  Sec.  13,  T.  98  N.,  R.  10  W.,  Des  Moines  land  district,  Iowa, 
and  is  before  the  Department  upon  motion  for  review  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  February  18, 1897  (24  L.  D.,  163). 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that  this  land  is  within  the 
primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  McGregor 
and  Missouri  River  Railroad  under  the  act  of  May  12, 1864  (13  Stat.,  72). 

This  land  was  contained  in  a  list  that  was  filed  in  your  office  March 
17, 1852,  by  George  B.  Sargent,  surveyor-general,  and  therein  described 
as  swamp  land. 


\ 
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On  March  24, 1895,  Elling  H.  Ellingson,  the  defendant,  made  home- 
stead application,  which  was  allowed  by  the  local  officers  on  account  of 
waiver  by  the  Secretary  of  the  State  of  Iowa,  showing  that  the  selec- 
tion above  referred  to  did  not  appear  among  the  swamp  selections  of 
the  county  wherein  this  land  was  situated. 

On  July  5, 1895,  the  local  officers  transmitted  the  record  in  the  appli- 
cation of  David  Dorn  to  make  final  proof  of  his  right  to  purchase  under 
the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 

In  the  decision  under  review  it  was  held  that  the  tracts  in  contro- 
versy did  not  pass  to  the  State  of  Iowa  under  the  swamp  land  act, 
but  did  pass  to  the  McGregor  and  Missouri  River  Railroad  under  the 
act  8upray  and  therefore  to  its  successor  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and 
St.  Paul  Railroad  Company,  and  in  consequence  thereof  no  right  of 
purchase  existed  on  the  part  of  David  Dorn,  the  land  not  having  been 
excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company.  In  said  decision 
reference  was  made  to  your  office  letter  "K''  of  October  30, 1891. 

In  the  motion  for  review  it  is  said 

It  is  admitted  by  this  petitioner  that  said  letter  contains  a  correct  statement  of 
the  facts  relating  to  the  filing  of  the  '*  Sargenf  list,  the  approval  and  subsequent 
revocation  of  approval  by  the  Department  of  part  of  the  selection  embraced  in  said 
list,  and  the  re-selection  under  the  State  law  of  1853  of  some  of  the  tracts  reporte^l 
by  Surveyor-General  Sargent,  and  the  omission  to  select  other  tracts — those  in  con- 
troversy here  among  the  latter  so  reported. 

In  the  decision  of  February  13, 1897,  in  referring  to  the  filing  of  the 
list  by  George  B.  Sargent,  it  is  said  (24  L.  D.,  163)  : 

In  filing  said  list  the  surveyor-general  did  not  state  that  the  State  of  Iowa  bad 
determined  through  its  proper  agents  to  accept  its  field  notes  as  a  basis  of  adjust- 
ment, but  subse(iuently,  on  March  21, 1852,  he  so  stated,  but  forwarded  no  agreement 
to  this  effect.  And  thereafter,  by  act  of  the  State  legislature,  January  13,  1853,  the 
swamp  lands  were  granted  to  the  various  counties  and  provision  was  made  for  sur- 
vey and  selection  by  county  surveyors.  So  it  appears  that  if  the  agreement  was 
entered  into  as  reported  by  letter  from  Mr.  Sargent,  this  action  upon  the  part  of  the 
legislature  was  a  repudiation  of  it. 

Upon  representation  made  to  your  oflSce,  on  February  19,  1855,  a  communication 
was  by  your  office  addressed  to  the  Department,  asking  that  the  former  approval  of 
the  '^Sargent  lisf  made  by  the  Department  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  be  revoked^  and  thereafter,  to  wit,  on  March 
1,  1855,  said  approval  was  revoked.  Prior  to  this  time  other  lists  had  been  filed 
showing  the  swamp  lands  claimed  by  tbe  State  under  the  swamp  act. 

Gonnsel  in  his  argument  to  sustain  the  motion  calls  attention  to 
various  inaccuracies  alleged  to  be  contained  in  letter  ^^K"  of  October 
30, 1891,  of  your  office.  I  do  not  deem  that  these  inaccuracies  go  to 
the  question  at  issue.  The  Sargent  list  was  one  made  by  the  surveyor- 
general  of  the  State  of  Iowa  in  which  certain  land  was  returned  as 
swamp  land.  There  were  two  ways  in  which  the  State  of  Iowa  might 
assert  claim  under  the  swamp  land  act:  One  was  by  the  adoption  of 
the  field  notes  of  the  surveyor- general — in  other  words,  by  adopting 
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the  Sargent  list  as  a  basis  of  settlement — and  the  other,  by  selections 
made  in  the  field  by  its  own  agent 

Whilst  it  appears  that  the  surveyor-general  reported  that  the  State 
agreed  to  accept  his  field  notes  as  a  basis  of  settlement,  it  is  apparent 
from  the  record  that  such  was  not  done,  but  that  the  State,  by  agents 
in  the  field,  undertook  to  determine  what  tracts  of  land  inured  to  it 
under  the  swamp  act. 

In  this  connection  your  said  office  letter  ^^K"  states  that  Mr.  Sargent 
said — 

That  the  State^  after  long  delay,  had  concluded  to  adopt  the  field  notes  as  the 
basis  of  the  list,  hnt  he  did  not  forward  any  agreement  such  as  the  other  States 
entered  into  when  the  field  notes  were  made  the  basis  of  adjustment. 

Here  was  a  return  made  by  the  surveyor-general,  unaccompanied  by 
any  written  evidence  of  acceptance  upon  the  part  of  the  State,  followed 
shortly  thereafter  by  the  State  putting  its  agent  in  the  field  for  the 
purpose  of  selection,  and  ignoring  and  failing  to  set  up  claim  to  this 
land  under  the  Sargent  list,  so  far  as  this  record  discloses. 

Prior  to  the  confirmatory  act  of  March  3,  1867,  (11  Stat.,  251)  the 
approval  theretofore  made  by  the  Department  of  the  Sargent  list  was 
revoked,  to  wit:  on  March  1, 1855;  and  while  it  is  true  that  at  the  date 
of  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  there  appeared  upon  your  tract 
books,  in  reference  to  the  land  in  controversy,  the  notation  '' selected 
as  swamp  March  17,  1852,''  such  statement  remaining  on  the  record 
was  without  authority  of  law,  the  approval  of  the  Department  having 
been  revoked  and  no  subsequent  claim  having  been  asserted  to  this 
land  by  the  State  under  selection  of  its  agents  in  the  field. 

^o  good  reason  appearing  for  disturbing  the  former  decision,  it  is 
adhered  to,  and  the  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


SOI^IEBS'  ABBITIONAL.  HOMESTEAD-CERTrFICATIOir. 

LoBENzo  D.  Chandler. 

The  Tight  of  an  alleged  assignee  of  a  soldier's  additional  homestead  right  to  a  certi- 
fication of  said  right  cannot  be  recognized  where  the  Department,  without  notice 
of  said  assignment;  has  allowed  the  soldier  to  make  an  additional  entry  in 
person. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  3, 1897.  (C.  J.  W.) 

Your  office  letter  "0^  of  February  11, 1897,  reports  a  request  made 
by  the  attorney  of  M.  J.  Wine  to  have  his  application  for  re-certification 
of  soldier's  additional  right,  in  the  name  of  Lorenzo  D.  Chandler, 
excepted  from  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Elijah  G. 
Putman  (23  L.  D.  152),  and  yon  ask  for  iustnictions  in  reference  thereto. 

It  seems  that  Lorenzo  D.  Chandler,  April  13, 1866,  made  homestead 
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entry  "So.  3329,  Springfield,  Missonri,  series — final  certificate  No.  1274^ 
issued  Jaue  17, 1873 — eighty  acres,  which  was  daly  patented. 

On  May  10, 1875,  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  No.  671,  final 
certificate  Ko.  204,  was  made  at  Susanyille,  California,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  2306  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  for  eighty  acres — ^the 
S.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  3,  T.  27  N.,  R.  7  B.— by  Lorenzo  D.  Chandler, 
which  passed  to  patent,  but  this  patent  and  entry  were  canceled  May 
10, 1882,  by  decree  of  court,  on  the  ground  that  the  entry  was  fraudu- 
lently obtained.    (See  13  C.  L.  O.,  167). 

On  June  6, 1882,  Heylmun  and  Kane,  acting  for  M.  J.  Wine,  filed  an 
application  for  the  issuance  of  a  certificate  of  additional  right  in  Chand- 
ler^H  name.  Ko  assignment,  no  notice  of  assignment,  and  no  power  of 
attorney  accompanied  this  application. 

November  2, 1885,  D.  K.  Sickels  filed  an  application  for  issuance  of 
similar  certificate  in  Chandler's  name,  together  with  apower  of  attorney, 
executed  by  Chandler,  October  27, 1885,  authorizing  Sickels  to  prose- 
cute Chandler's  claim  for  additional  homestead.  April  2, 1886,  Sickels 
and  Hickox  asked  that  Chandler  be  allowed  to  make  an  additional 
entry  in  person,  under  the  provisions  of  departmental  circular  of  Feb- 
ruary 13, 1883.  May  19,  1886,  it  was  held  by  your  office  that  Chandler 
could  exercise  his  right  to  make  additional  entry  in  person.  On  July 
19, 1886,  Heylmun,  surviving  partner  of  Heylmun  and  Kane,  appealed 
from  that  decision  but  the  appeal  was  subsequently  dismissed  by  the 
Department  (7  L.  I>.,  356).    In  the  decision  it  was  said: 

Pending  tbis  appeal,  it  appears  from  the  records  of  your  office,  Chandler  went  to 
the  local  office  at  Lamar,  Colorado,  and  there  on  September  7, 1887,  made  his  addi- 
tional entry  in  person. 

This  action  on  his  part  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  farther  his  application 
for  certificate. 

As  the  certificate  would  be  only  the  evidence  of  his  right  to  make  entry,  it  is  plain 
that  its  issuance  now  would  not  serve  him,  as  he  has  already  exercised  the  right.  Xo 
judgment  on  the  question  of  his  right  to  certification-,  therefore,  will  be  rendered. 

Appellant  Heylmun  complains  of  the  substitution  by  Chandler  of  other  attorneys, 
without  notice  to  him.  This  however  is  a  matter  between  client  and  attorney,  and 
raises  questions  which  it  is  not  deemed  appropriate  for  the  Department  to  consider, 
the  fact  being  that  applicant,  having  exercised  his  right,  has  removed  the  basis  of 
his  claim  for  certification. 

That  case  was  closed  October  29,  1888,  and  no  further  steps  were 
taken  until  December  10, 1895,  when  the  matter  was  called  up  by  the 
letter  of  Mr.  Hazelton,  attorney  for  Wine,  who,  it  is  alleged,  is  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  of  Chandler's  right,  by  assignment.  July  21,  1896,  Mr. 
Hazelton,  as  such  attorney,  filed  two  powers  of  attorney  executed  by 
Chandler  to  Wine,  dated  respectively  May  29, 1882,  and  June  6,  1887. 
These  powers  of  attorney  authorize  Wine  to  locate  lands  under 
Chandler's  additional  right  and  to  sell  such  land,  and  are  coupled  with 
an  interest  in  Wine  which  is  declared  to  be  irrevocable. 

While  the  right  to  an  additional  entry  has  in  fact  been  exercised  by 
Chandler,  no  certificate  of  the  right  was  ever  issued,  and,  as  held  m 
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the  case  of  Elijah  Patnian,  no  such  certification  was  necessary.  The 
entry  of  eighty  acres  by  Chandler  at  Lamar,  Colorado,  which  passed 
to  patent  February  2, 1889,  exhausted  his  right  to  an  additional  entry. 

The  fact  of  assignment  and  the  powers  of  attorney  on  which  Wine 
relies  were  not  made  known  to  your  office  until  after  the  additional 
right  had  been  so  exercised  by  the  soldier.  Under  the  ruling  in  the 
Walker  case  (25  L.  D.,  119)  Wine  is  not  entitled  to  the  certification 
asked,  for  the  reason  that  his  claim  under  the  assignment  was  not 
made  or  asserted  until  after  Chandler  had  in  person  exhausted  the 
right  to  an  additional  entry.  If  Chandler  had  been  allowed  to  make 
the  additional  entry  alter  the  assertion  of  Wine's  claim  under  the 
assignment  a  controversy  might  arise  whether  another  entry  could  now 
be  made  by  Wine  under  the  assignment,  or  whether  he  would  have  his 
remedy  only  against  Chandler  or  the  land  so  additionally  entered  by 
Chandler,  or  whether  he  would  be  without  remedy;  but  no  such  ques- 
tion is  presented  in  this  case,  and  no  decision  thereof  is  now  necessary; 
neither  was  it  intended  to  determine  that  question  in  the  Walker  case, 
supra. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  authorize  this  case  to  be  excepted 
from  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Elijah  C.  Putman,  and  the  request  is 
denied. 


80IiD£BBS»    HOMESTEAI>-MINOR-COMPLLA3^CE    WITH    LAW, 

LABATHB  V.   KOBOBDS. 

The  validity  of  a  soldier's  homestead  entry,  regularly  made  on  behalf  of  a  minor  by 
his  curator,  is  not  affected  by  the  unauthorized  agreement  of  said  curator  to 
conyey  the  title,  when  acquired,  to  another  person. 

The  cultiTation  and  improvement  of  the  land  covered  by  snoh  entry  procured  by  the 
'  eorator,  in  such  a  case,  may  be  deemed  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  law  as 
oonstmed  by  the  circular  regulations  then  in  force. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septein- 
(W.  V.  D.)  her  3y  1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

On  Koyember  22, 1894,  Charles  Love,  minor  orphan  child  of  William 
Love,  by  E.  M.  Bobords,  curator,  made  homestead  entry  No.  17,161, 
under  section  2307  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  for  lots  1,  2  and  3,  of  section 
6,  T.  44  N.,  K.  15  W.,  St.  Cloud,  Minnesota,  land  district.  On  March  23, 
1896,  Seymour  Labathe  initiated  a  contest  against  said  entry,  charging, 
in  substance,  that  the  same  was  unlawful' and  fraudulent  in  that  it  was 
made  by  said  Bobords  in  collusion  with  one  Lyman  M.  Linnell  in  pur- 
suance of  a  corrupt  agreement  between  them  to  secure  title  to  the  land 
above  described  by  means  of  the  homestead  right  of  the  said  Charles 
Love,  for  their  own  sole  gain  and  advantage,  in  fraud  both  of  the  right 
of  said  Charles  Love  and  against  the  United  States;  and  that  there 
had  never  been  any  settlement  or  improvement  on  the  land  nor  any 
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cnltivation  thereof  by  said  Bobords  or  said  Charles  Love,  nor  by  any 
one  in  the  interest  of  the  latter. 

A  hearing  was  duly  had  October  1, 1896,  and  ftx)m  the  testimony 
adduced  thereat  the  local  office,  on  November  13,  following,  found  in 
favor  of  contestant,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 
On  appeal  by  Bobords,  your  office,  on  January  23,  1897,  affirming  the 
decision  of  the  local  office,  decided  that  Bobords  made  the  entry  fraudu- 
lently; that  he  had  no  authority,  as  curator  of  Charles  Love,  to  make 
the  entry,  and  was  not  acting  in  the  interest  of  said  Love,  but  sought  to 
acquire  title  to  the  land  for  his  own  use  and  benefit;  and  therefore  held 
the  entry  for  cancellation.  Bobords'  appeal,  in  which  he  assigns  error 
upon  each  ground  of  the  decision  of  your  office,  brings  the  case  here. 

It  appears  that  Charles  Love,  in  whose  behalf  this  entry  was  made, 
was  born  August  28,  1875;  that  he  was  the  son  of  William  Love,  who 
served  as  a  private  soldier  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion  in  Company  "B", 
39th  Begiment  of  Iowa  Infantry,  from  August  11,  1862,  to  June  5, 1865; 
that  the  father,  William  Love,  died  about  September  10, 1876,  leaving 
a  widow,  the  mother  of  Charles  Love;  that  the  widow  remarried  in 
1877,  and  died  in  June,  1894;  that  on  July  28, 1894,  said  E.  M.  Bobords 
was  appointed  curator  of  the  estate  of  said  Charles  Love,  a  minor  and 
person  of  weak  mind,  and  residing  in  Greene  county,  Missouri,  by  the 
probate  court  of  said  county;  and  that  at  the  date  of  said  entry  said 
Charles  Love  was  the  only  minor  child  of  said  William  Love,  and  when 
this  contest  was  initiated  was  an  inmate  of  the  poor  house  in  said 
county  and  had  been  there  for  some  time  previous. 

It  further  appears  that  prior  to  the  date  of  said  entry  said  Bobords 
entered  into  an  oral  agreement  with  said  Linnell  to  the  effect  that  the 
latter  was  to  cultivate  and  improve  the  land  above  described  in  behalf 
of  said  minor,  and  that  after  title  to  the  same  had  been  perfected  under 
said  entry,  Bobords  was  to  sell  the  same  to  Linnell  for  five  dollars  per 
acre;  and  that  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  8aid  entry  Linnell, 
pursuant  to  his  agreement  with  Bobords,  had  a  house  built  on  the  land 
and  three  quarters  of  an  acre  of  the  land  prepared  for  cultivation  and 
part  of  it  planted  in  garden  vegetables. 

This  entry  appears  to  have  been  regularly  made  in  behalf  of  said 
minor.  It  was  not  necessary,  as  seems  to  be  contended  in  behalf  of 
the  contestant,  that  before  making  the  same,  Bobords,  as  curator, 
should  have  secured  an  order  from  the  probate  court  as  authority  there- 
for. It  was  part  of  his  duty  as  curator,  without  such  order,  to  assert 
the  minor's  homestead  right  and  duly  prosecute  the  same  to  entry  and 
patent  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  soldier's  orphan  child.  The  agree- 
ment with  Linnell  to  sell  him  the  land,  was  in  violation  of  the  home- 
stead law,  and  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  Bobords;  but  with  that  the 
minor  had  nothing  to  do.  He  was  not  in  any  sense  a  party  to  it.  He 
knew  nothing  of  it;  and  even  if  such  an  agreement  had  been  otherwise 
lawful,  it  could  have  no  validity  without  the  previous  order  or  subse^ 
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quent  approval  of  the  probate  court.  It  had  neither.  It  was  the 
wholly  auaathorized  personal  act  of  Bobords,  and  without  legal  effect 
upon  the  homestead  right  of  his  ward.  As  an  attempt  at  fraud,  or  act 
of  bad  faith,  it  can  in  no  way  be  imputed  to  the  minor. 

Neither  the  guardian  nor  his  ward,  the  child  of  a  soldier,  is  required 
to  reside  upon  a  homestead  made  under  section  2307  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (Lamb  v.  Ullery,  10  L.  D.,  528;  and  see  also  case  of  Ella  I. 
Dickey,  22  L.  D.,  351). 

In  discussing  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^^  settlement,''  as  used  in  said 
section  2307,  the  Department  said,  in  the  Dickey  case: 

In  the  seotion  under  consideration  it  seems  to  have  been  the  intention  of  Congress 
to  require  of  the  widow  or  gnardian  some  personal  connection  with  the  land,  though 
the  requirement  of  residence  was  avoided. 

To  this  conclusion;  then,  we  come,  that  the  widow  of  a  deceased  soldier  or  sailor, 
who  makes  homestead  entry  under  the  provisions  of  section  2307  of  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes, must  identify  herself  with  the  tract  claimed  by  some  personal  act  thereon 
indicative  of  her  claim,  but  need  not  reside  on  the  land. 

But  it  was  not  shown  in  that  case  that  the  claimant  had  identified 
herself  with  the  land  by  any  personal  act  thereon,  and,  quoting  from 
general  circular  instructions  of  1884,  1889,  and  1892,  it  was  forther 
said: 

**  If  the  land  is  cultivated  in  good  faith  the  law  will  be  regarded  as  substantially 
complied  with.''  This  is  the  information  that  the  Department  has  given  to  the 
public  through  the  medium  of  its  general  circulars,  and  with  the  law  as  thus  con- 
strued Mrs.  Dickey  has  strictly  complied. 

A  departmental  construction  of  a  statute,  until  revoked  or  overruled,  has  all  the 
force  and  effect  of  law,  and  acts  performed  thereunder  are  entitled  to  protection. 
Mary  R.  Leonard,  9  L.  D.,  189. 

The  general  circular  Issued  October  30, 1895  (page  24),  the  latest 
issued,  contains  the  same  language  last  above  quoted.  In  the  case  at 
bar  it  is  not  shown  whether  said  Bobords,  as  curator,  ever  identified 
himself  with  the  land  by  any  personal  act  thereon.  Labathe's  contest 
affidavit  alleges  that  Kobords  made  no  settlement,  but  Labathe  did 
not  prove  that  this  allegation  is  true.  Bobords  procured  the  cultiva- 
tion of  the  land  and  the  placing  of  improvements  thereon  as  above 
indicated,  and  these,  under  the  circumstances,  and  following  the  rule 
cited  and  approved  in  the  Dickey  case,  will  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  law  in  the  case  of  this  needy  and  weak-minded  soldier's 
orphan,  whose  rights  are  entitled  to  the  utmost  consideration  and  pro- 
tection the  government  is  able  to  afford  them,  whether  it  be  against 
the  neglect  or  the  rapacity  of  his  guardian. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  reversed.    The  contest  is  dismissed, 
and  the  entry  will  remain  intact.    It  is  suggested  that  you  send,  by 
registered  mail,  a  copy  of  this  decision  to  the  said  probate  court* 
2670— VOL  26 ^14 
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KEPAYMENT-ERRONEOTTS  CANCELLATION. 

Falk  Stsinhabdt. 

If  an  entry  on  the  proofs  presented  is  properly  allowed,  and  on  snbseqnent  inresti- 
gation  is  canceled,  the  fact  that  such  cancellation  is  erroneous,  under  a  changed 
construction  of  the  Jaw,  will  not  justify  repayment. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  5, 1897.  (C.  J.  G.) 

On  Aagnst  25, 1883,  Falk  Steiiihardt  made  timber  land  entry  for  the 
SE.  iof  Sec.  20,  T.  6  K,  B.  3  W.,  Oregon  City  land  district,  Oregon. 

The  said  entry  was  allowed  on  the  sworn  statement  of  the  entryman 
^^that  said  land  is  unfit  for  caltivation,  and  valaable  chiefly  for  its 
timber." 

On  September  11,  1886,  after  a  hearing  had  upon  the  report  of  a 
special  agent;  your  office  held  said  entry  for  cancellation  on  the  ground 
^^that  the  land  is  not  such  as  is  subject  to  entry  under  the  act  of  June 
3, 1878."  No  apx>eal  was  taken  from  your  said  office  decision  and  the 
entry  was  finally  canceled. 

Subsequently  Steinhardt  made  application  for  repayment  of  the 
purchase  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $400.00,  paid  by  him  on  his  said 
entry. 

On  January  20, 1887,  your  office  denied  said  application  on  the  ground 
that  the  entry  was  canceled  as  being  fraudulent. 

Steinhardt  appealed,  and  this  Department,  on  July  7, 1888  (7  L.  D., 
10),  affirmed  the  decision  of  your  office,  holding  as  follows  (syllabus): 

Repayment  will  not  be  allowed  when  a  timber  land  entry  ia  canceled  becanse  the 
land  Ib  not  subject  thereto,  and  it  appears  that  the  preliminary  affidavit  was  made 
without  examination  of  the  land  or  knowledge  of  its  condition. 

On  May  15, 1896,  the  local  office  transmitted  a  second  application  of 
Steinhardt  for  repayment  of  the  purchase  money,  which  your  office,  on 
May  25, 1896,  declined  to  approve  on  the  ground  that  Steinhardt's  first 
application  had  been  denied  by  your  office,  and  upon  appeal  the  said 
denial  had  been  affirmed  by  this  Department. 

Steinhardt  has  again  api)ealed  to  this  Department.  His  second 
application  for  repayment,  as  set  forth  in  the  brief  accompanying  the 
said  appeal,  is  based  upon  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case 
of  United  States  v.  Budd  (144  IJ.  S.,  154),  and  the  decision  of  this 
Department  in  the  case  of  E.  0.  Masten  (22  L.  D.,  337). 

The  act  of  June  16,  1880  (21  Stat.,  287),  which  authorizes  repayment 
to  be  made  in  certain  specified  cases,  is  as  follows: 

In  all  oases  where  homestead  or  timber-cnltore  or  desert-land  entries  or  other 
entries  have  heretofore  or  shall  hereafter  be  canceled  for  conflict,  or  where,  ftom  any 
cause,  the  entry  has  been  erroneously  allowed  and  can  not  be  confirmed,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  cause  to  be  repaid,  eto. 
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It  is  Yet  J  apparent  that  the  entry  in  question  was  not  ^^  canceled  for 
conflict."  By  reference  to  the  case  of  Christopher  W,  McKelvey  (24 
L.  D.y  536),  and  the  cases  cited  therein,  it  will  be  observed  that  it  has 
been  and  is  the  opinion  of  the  Department  that  the  words  << erroneously 
allowed"  clearly  refer  to  an  act  of  the  government.  In  that  case  the 
following  language,  which  by  analogy  is  peculiarly  applicable  to  the 
case  under  consideration,  was  employed: 

McKelvey 's  desert-land  entry  was  not  ''erroneoasly  alio  wed.''  Upon  the  showing 
made  by  McKelvey  and  hU  witnesses  in  1887,  the  local  officers  were  bound  by 
law  to  allow  the  entry.  They  wonld  have  erred  if  they  had  not  allowed  it.  The 
entry  was  based  upon  McKelvey's  allegation  that  the  land  was  desert  in  character. 
The  subsequent  proceedings  developed  that  the  land  was  not  desert  in  character, 
and  that  it  would  produce  agricultural  crops  without  artificial  irrigation.  This 
demonstrated  that  the  entry  was  wrongfully  obtained  by  the  entryman,  but  it  fell 
far  short  of  demonstrating  that  the  entry  was  ''erroneously  allowed '^  by  the  officers 
of  the  laud  department.  They  acted  upon  the  proof  presented  by  the  entryman. 
The  proofs  presented  required  the  allowance  of  the  entry.  The  error  in  the  transac- 
tion was  in  the  presenting  of  such  proof  by  the  entryman,  and  not  in  the  action 
thereon  by  the  land  office. 

The  deduction  from  the  departmental  decision  just  quoted  is,  that 
Steinhardt's  entry  was  properly  allowed  upon  the  proof  presented  by 
him,  and  under  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  Budd  case 
might  have  been  confirmed.  Hence,  in  the  light  of  said  supreme  court 
decision  the  entry  was  not  '^  erroneously  allowed,"  but  was  erroneously 
canceled*  In  the  case  of  E.  0.  Masten  {supra)  ^  as  in  the  case  at  bar, 
the  entry  was  properly  allowed  upon  the  proof  presented,  but  under 
the  changed  construction  of  the  law,  was  erroneously  canceled.  The 
Department,  without  considering  the  specified  cases  in  which  repay- 
ment is  authorized  under  the  act,  and  on  the  ground  that  fraud  had 
not  been  proven,  held  that  Masten  was  entitled  to  have  his  purchase 
money  repaid  to  him.  But  in  the  recent  case  of  George  A.  Stone  (25 
L.  D.,  Ill),  the  decision  in  the  case  of  K.  G.  Masten  was  held  to  be 
wrong,  and  was  expressly  overruled.  In  Stone's  case  the  first  decision, 
which  was  reaffirmed,  is  thus  described: 

The  effect  of  the  decision  sought  to  be  reversed  is  that  where  the  land  entered  is 
not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  law  under  which  the  entry  is  made,  but  is 
expressly  represented  by  the  entryman  to  be  of  that  character,  and  the  allowance 
of  the  entry  is  procured  by  such  representation,  the  entry  is  wrongfully  procured 
and  is  not  ''erroneously  allowed"  within  the  meaning  of  the  repayment  law. 

For  the  reasons  stated  herein  and  in  the  departmental  cases  cited, 
your  office  decision  of  May  25, 1896,  declining  to  approve  Steinhardt's 
second  application  for  repayment,  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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AliASKAN  LAXBS-POSSSSSOBT  HIGHTS-OCCUPANeT. 

Naval  Eeservation. 

The  protection  extended  to  possessory  rights  by  section  8,  act  of  May  17, 1884,  it 
limited  to  lands  actually  used,  occupied,  or  claimed,  at  the  date  of  said  act. 

The  mere  occupancy  of  Alaskan  lands,  for  the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture,  does 
not  confer  upon  the  occupant  any  right  in  the  land,  as  against  the  government, 
that  will  constitute  a  legal  obstacle  to  the  reservation  of  the  land  so  occupied 
for  naval  purposes. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Kavy^  September  4, 1897. 
(W.  V.  DO  (W.  M.  W.) 

On  May  6, 1897,  yoa  addressed  a  communication  to  this  Department 
respecting  tbe  enlargement  of  the  naval  reservation  at  Sitka,  Alaska. 
The  original  reservation  referred  to  was  established  by  executive  order, 
dated  June  21, 1890,  but  its  boundaries  were  modified  and  its  area 
somewhat  reduced  by  the  President's  order  of  November  14, 1896  (29 
Stat.,  883).  It  appears  from  your  letter  and  the  papers  accompanying 
it  that  there  is  not  land  enough  at  Sitka  under  the  control  of  the  Navy 
Department  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  service  at  that  place,  and 
that  it  is  of  urgent  importance  that  an  addition  be  made  to  the  reser- 
vation, in  order  that  a  suitable  site  may  be  afforded  for  certain  public 
buildings  required  for  use  as  officers'  quarters  there,  for  which  an 
appropriation  has  recently  been  made  by  Congress. 

With  your  letter  you  enclosed  a  tracing,  showing  the  United  States 
naval  reservation  at  Sitka  as  changed  by  the  President's  proclamation 
of  November  14, 1896,  and  also  showing  the  tract  which  it  is  desired 
to  have  added  to  said  reservation ;  said  tract  is  marked  on  said  tracing 
<'lot  20-a,"  and  adjoins  the  existing  naval  reservation  on  the  southeast, 
and  is  reported  to  be  an  available  site  for  the  buildings  desired.  The 
tract  proposed  to  be  incorporated  in  the  existing  naval  reservation  at 
Sitka  is  at  present  claimed  by  occupants  thereof.  Respecting  such 
occupancy  your  letter  says: 

The  iuformation  possessed  by  this  Department  on  the  subject  is  to  the  effect  that 
on  a  date  not  giveui  but  subsecxueut  to  1890;  Julius  C.  Koosher,  formerly  apothecary 
of  the  U.  S.  Pinta,  built  a  shanty  on,  and  enclosed  the  tract,  but  no  record  of  this 
occupation  was  made;  the  first  record  found  is  that  of  a  quitclaim  deed  from  J.  C. 
Koosher  to  W.  G.  Jack,  dated  August  3,  1892;  and  that  the  tract  has  subsequently 
been  and  is  still  occupied  by  Read  and  Jack,  who  have  erected  a  two-story  frame 
building,  for  store  purposes,  thereon.  This  store  building  is  represented  to  be  in 
good  condition,  and  its  value  is  estimated  at  $1,600. 

You  recommend : 

That  a  proclamation  be  drafted  in  your  (this)  department,  for  submission  to  the 
President,  setting  ai)art  for  naval  uses,  and  as  an  addition  to  the  U.  S.  naval  reser- 
vation at  Sitka,  Alaska,  said  tract  of  land  described  by  metes  and  bounds  as  fol- 
lows: Beginning  at  a  stake  at  the  southeastern  comer  of  lot  20,  occupied  by  the 
barracks  buildiug,  the  property  of  the  United  States  Marine  Corps,  and  situated  on 
tho  north  side  of  what  is  known  as  the  parade  ground,  and  running  east  12  degrees, 
30  miuntes  south  39  feet,  thence  north  27  degrees,  30  minutes  east  76  feet,  thence 
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west  27  degrees,  thirty  minates  north  39  feet,  2  inches,  thence  south  26  degrees,  30 
minates  west  86  feet  to  the  point  of  commencement,  said  tract  being  sitnated  in  the 
town  of  Sitka,  Alaska. 

You  ask  to  be  advised  if  there  is  any  obstacle  to  carrying  out  your 
recommendation. 

Your  letter  and  accompanying  papers  were  referred  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office  for  report.  On  May  19,  1897,  the 
Assistant  Oommissioner  made  such  report,  and  called  attention  to,  and 
enclosed  a  copy  of,  general  order  No.  6,  issued  by  Brevet  Major  General 
Davis,  dated  at  New  Archangel,  Alaska  Territory,  December  1, 1867, 
in  which  it  was  announced, 

that  nntU  such  time  as  the  government  of  the  United  States  shall  *decide,  through 
the  proper  agents,  what  locations  and  amount  of  land  may  be  required  for  govern- 
ment and  t-erritorial  purposes,  the  following  reserves  are  hereby  declared,  and  the 
military  authorities  will  hold  and  use  them  as  such. 

The  order  is  divided  into  three  paragraphs.  The  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office  caused  the  lines  of  the  reservation  made  by 
General  Davis's  order  to  be  outlined  on  the  plat  submitted  by  your 
Department  as  approximately  as  can  be  determined  from  data  in  his 
office.  An  examination  of  said  plat  shows  that  much  the  greater  por- 
tion of  lot  20,  as  reserved  by  the  President  June  21, 1890,  is  included 
within  the  second  paragraph  of  General  Davis's  order,  and  that  more 
than  half  of  "lot  20-a,''  now  proposed  to  be  reserved  as  an  addition  to 
"lot  20,"  is  likewise  within  General  Davis's  reservation.  Copies  of  the 
Commissioner's  report  and  General  Davis's  general  order  No.  6  are  here- 
with enclosed. 

The  conclusion  which  is  hereinafter  stated  renders  it  unnecessary 
for  me  to  consider  or  determine  the  effect  of  General  Davis's  order, 
but  since  a  part  of  "lot  20-a"  is  included  in  the  military  reserva- 
tion intended  to  be  established  by  that  order,  you  may  prefer  to 
submit  the  matter  to  the  Secretary  of  War  for  his  consideration  and 
recommendation. 

On  the  5th  of  June,  1897,  your  Department  transmitted  a  communi- 
cation from  Hon.  George  C.  Perkins,  enclosing  a  protest  by  A.  Gerber- 
diug  and  Co.  against  the  proposed  extension  of  said  reservation  over 
the  tract  in  question,  on  the  ground  that  said  firm  "is  the  owner  by 
purchase"  of  said  tract  and  valuable  buildings  thereon,  and  closing 
by  saying  that:  "If  the  Navy  Department  requires  this  property,  it 
can  be  purchased  at  |3,000 — cost  of  lot  and  buildings." 

The  matter  was  referred  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  for  a  reiK>rt  as  to  whether  the  tract  in  question  has  been  disposed 
of  by  the  United  States. 

Under  date  of  July  14, 1897,  the  Oommissioner  reported:  "That  the 
tract  of  land  in  question  is  within  the  town  of  Sitka,  but  no  entry  or 
application  to  make  entry  of  said  tract  has  been  received  at  this  office." 
A  copy  of  said  report  is  herewith  enclosed* 
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On  July  22, 1897,  counsel  for  A.  Gterberding  and  Co.  asked  for  time 
to  be  heard  and  to  have  their  objections  to  the  proposed  reservation 
considered;  thereupon  counsel  was  given  thirty  days  to  make  a  show- 
ing and  file  argument  in  support  of  Oerberding  and  Company's  protest. 

On  the  23d  day  of  August,  1897,  counsel's  statement  and  argument 
on  behalf  of  A.  Oerberding  and  Oo.  were  received  by  the  Department. 
It  is  contended  that  the  application  of  the  Kavy  Department  should 
not  be  granted,  for  the  following  reasons: 

First:  That  such  action  as  is  reqaested  would  be  unwarranted  by  law  and  eonld 
result  only  in  litigation. 

Second:  That  snch  action  would  be  highly  inexpedient  as  tending  to  unsettle 
almost  all  of  the  titles  to  land  in  the  Territory  of  Alaska. 

Third :  That  such  action  has  not  been  shown  to  be  really  necessary,  and  in  the 
absence  of  snch  necessity  grave  hardships  should  not  be  inflicted  on  innocent  persons. 

The  facts  upon  which  Gerberding  and  Co.  claim  the  tract  are  stated 
by  their  counsel,  substantially,  as  follows : 

In  1891  the  lot  in  question  was  in  the  possession  of  one  Koosher,  a 
naturalized  citizen,  who  built  a  small  house  on  it.  In  1893  Koosher 
sold  to  K.  E.  Jack ;  in  1893  Jack  erected  a  store  building  on  the  lot, 
costing  $2,200.  In  1896  Jack  couyeyed  it  to  Beid,  Reid  to  Oraf,  and 
Graf  to  William  Baehr,  Jr.,  who  is  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  A.  Gerberd- 
ing and  Co.,  for  whom  he  holds  the  property.  As  to  the  time  the  lot 
was  first  occupied  by  Koosher,  the  claim  of  the  protestants  does  not 
materially  conflict  with  the  facts  submitted  by  your  Department. 

In  support  of  the  protest,  it  is  contended  that  the  act  of  May  17, 1884 
(23  Stat.,  24),  debars  the  executive  branch  of  the  government  from 
making  the  additional  reservation  now  sought  to  be  made.  The  case  of 
Miller  v.  Brackett  (47  Fed.  Rep.,  547),  district  court  of  Alaska,  is  relied 
upon  by  protestants  as  sustaining  their  contention.  That  was  a  case  of 
ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  premises  in  the  town  of 
Juneau,  Alaska.  "No  proof  was  made  that  the  premises  were  ever 
reserved  by  the  government  for  military  or  other  purposes." 

As  applied  to  controversies  between  private  persons,  the  correctness 
of  this  decision  may  not  be  open  to  serious  objection,  but  as  applied  to 
the  rights  of  the  United  States  to  the  possession  of  public  lands  in 
Alaska,  this  Department  would  not  feel  bound  by  it,  nor  advise  it  to  be 
followed. 

The  8th  section  of  the  act  of  May  17,  1884  (23  Stat.  24),  created  the 
district  of  Alaska  a  land  district  of  the  United  States,  extended  thereto 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  relating  to  mining  claims,  and  the  rights 
incident  thereto,  and  provided : 

That  the  Indians  or  other  persons  in  said  district  shall  not  be  disturbed  in  the 
possession  of  any  lands  actually  in  their  nse  or  occupation  or  now  claimed  by  them, 
but  the  terms  under  which  such  persons  may  acquire  title  to  snch  lands  Is  reserved 
for  future  legislation  by  Congress.  But  nothing  contained  in  this  act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  put  in  force  in  said  district  the  general  land  laws  of  the  United  States. 

This  is  claimed  by  protestants  as  prohibiting  the  executive  branch 
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of  the  government  from  reserving  for  public  uses  public  lands  in  Alaska 
now  used,  occupied  and  claimed,  but  neither  used,  occupied  nor  claimed 
at  the  date  of  that  act. 

The  language  of  the  act  does  not  justify  the  contention  of  protestants. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  what  the  rights  of  protestants  would 
be  had  they  been  using,  occupying  or  claiming  the  land  in  question  at 
the  time  said  act  was  passed,  for  they  only  claim  to  have  been  using  and 
occupying  the  tract  in  question  since  October  19, 1896,  and  that  those 
under  whom  they  claim  first  occupied  the  lot  in  1891,  some  seven  years 
after  the  act  of  1884  was  passed.  By  said  act  Congress  evidently 
intended  to  protect  and  preserve  rights  to  lands  actually  used,  occupied 
or  claimed  at  the  date  of  the  act.  There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of 
the  act  to  indicate  that  Congress  intended  to  invite  settlement  upon  the 
public  lands  in  Alaska;  on  the  contrary,  it  expressly  excluded  the 
general  land  laws  from  operation  there. 

Section  11  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095, 1099),  provides 
that  until  otherwise  ordered  by  Congress  lands  in  Alaska  may  be 
entered  for  townsite  purposes,  for  the  several  use  and  benefit  of  the 
occupants  of  such  townsites,  by  such  trustee  or  trustees  as  may  be 
named  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Lot  20-a  is  in  the  town  of 
Sitka,  but  no  entry  has  been  made  of  any  townsite  for  the  benefit  of 
the  residents  of  that  town.  It  should  be  here  stated  that  Sitka  is  not 
an  incorx>orated  town  and  has  no  municipal  existence. 

Section  12  of  said  act  provides  that  certain  applicants  <<now  or  here- 
after in  possession  of  and  occupying  public  lands  in  Alaska,  for  the 
purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture,  may  purchase  not  exceeding  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres.'' 

Section  13  provides  tor  the  survejdng,  pajrment  therefor,  and  the 
issuance  of  patents  for  such  lands.  . 

This  land  in  lot  20-a  has  not  been  purchased,  and  so  far  as  this 
Department  is  advised  no  application  has  ever  been  made  to  purchase 
the  same. 

The  statute  permitting  the  purchase  of  public  lands  in  Alaska  occu- 
pied for  trade  or  manufacture,  is,  for  the  purpose  of  the  question  here 
presented,  quite  similar  to  the  pre-emption  law  which  permitted  the 
settlement  and  occupation  of  public  lands  with  a  view  to  their  subse- 
quent purchase.  It  was  repeatedly  ruled  and  became  well  established 
that  the  mere  occupation  and  improvement  of  public  lands  with  a  view 
to  purchase  under  the  pre-emption  law,  did  not  confer  upon  the  settler 
any  right  in  the  land  ds  against  the  United  States.  Frisbie  v.  Whitney 
(9  Wall.,  187);  Yosemite  Valley  case  (15  Wall.,  77). 

In  Grisar  v.  McDowell  (6  Wall.,  381),  the  supreme  court  says: 

From  an  early  period  in  the  history  of  the  government  it  has  been  the  practioe  of 
the  President  to  order,  from  time  to  time,  as  the  exigencies  of  the  public  service 
required,  parcels  of  land  belonging  to  the  United  States  to  be  reserved  from  sale  and 
set  apart  for  pabUc  uses.  The  aathority  of  the  President  in  this  respect  is  recog- 
nised Ib  nnaarons  aets  of  Congress. 
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The  authority  on  the  part  of  the  Presideut  was  considered  by  the 
Attorney  General  in  an  opinion  reudered  July  15,  1881  (17  Op.  A.  G., 
160),  wherein  it  was  held  that  the  occupation  and  improvement  of  the 
land  in  question  by  pre-emptors  who  hjid  not  paid  for  or  entered  the 
land  could  not  prevent  the  inclusion  of  the  same  in  a  reservation  by 
executive  authority. 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  questions  presented  by  the 
protest  of  A.  Gerberding  and  Co.,  I  conclude  that  such  protest  presents 
no  legal  objection  sufficient  to  debar  the  President  from  ordering  the 
additional  reservation  asked,  if  in  his  judgment  this  tract  is  required 
for  such  public  purpose.  The  occupation  and  improvements  of  the 
protestants,  while  constituting  no  legal  obstacle  to  the  reservation,  will 
no  doubt  receive  due  consideration  in  determining  whether  this  par- 
ticular tract  should  now  be  taken  for  the  purpose  named. 

You  ask  that  a  proclamation  be  drafted,  for  submission  to  the  Presi- 
dent, setting  apart  the  parcel  of  land  in  question  as  an  addition  to  the 
United  States  Naval  Eeservation  at  Sitka,  Alaska. 

The  original  naval  reservation  at  Sitka  was  made  by  an  executive 
order  signed  by  President  Harrison.  This  manner  is  less  formal  than 
by  proclamation,  and  answers  the  same  purpose.  Herewith  I  submit  a 
draft  of  an  executive  order,  which  should  be  endorsed  upon  or  securely 
attached  to  your  letter  of  May  6,  1897,  requesting  the  additional  reser- 
vation to  be  made.  After  it  is  signed  by  the  President,  your  letter, 
with  the  executive  order  and  the  tracing  showing  the  reservation,  sub- 
mitted with  your  letter,  should  be  returned  to  this  Department  for 
transmission  to  the  General  Land  Office,  to  be  noted  on  the  records  of 
that  office. 


MTNIKG  CGLAIM— PBOTE8T— NOTICB-SUPBBVISOBY  ACTIOK. 

GOW^DY  ET  AL.  V.  KiSMBT  GOLD  MINING  OO. 

A  protestant  against  a  mineral  application;  who  fails  to  file  his  protest  within  the 
statutory  period,  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  he  had  no  notice  of  said  appUca- 
tion,  where  due  notice  thereof^  as  required  by  the  statute  and  regulations  there- 
nnder,  has  been  given. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  not  take  action,  under  his  supervisory  authority, 
on  the  application  of  parties  that  have  had  fuU  opportunity  to  protect  their  rights 
under  the  statutes  and  regulations. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissianer  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office, 
(W.  V.  D.)  September  6, 1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  history  of  this  case  will  be  found  in  22  L.  D.,  624,  and  24  Id.,  191. 
For  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  this  petition,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
briefly  state  such  facts  as  will  make  the  present  issue  intelligible. 

The  owners  of  the  Kismet  gold  mining  claim  (survey  No. 8868,  Pueblo, 
Oolorado,  land  district)  made  application  for  patent  for  the  same.    Dur- 
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ing  the  period  of  publication  of  the  notice  of  the  application,  Gowdy 
et  aLj  alleged  owners  of  the  Chicago  Girl  lode  mining  claim,  did  not  file 
a  protest  and  adverse;  but  after  the  period  of  publication  had  expired 
they  filed  a  protest,  alleging  that  the  notice  of  application  for  patent  was 
not  posted  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  claim,  and  that  the  published 
notice  did  not  contain  the  names  of  adjoining  claims. 

The  matter  finally  reached  the  Department,  and  on  May  23, 1896  (22 
L.  D.,  624),  decision  was  rendered,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  notice 
was  conspicuously  posted,  but  that  the  notice  of  publication  did  not 
contain  all  the  data  required  by  the  rules  and  regulations.  The  order 
was,  that  a  new  publication  should  be  made. 

In  passing  upon  the  status  of  the  protestants,  it  was  said  in  that 
case — 

It  is  not  charged  by  the  protestants  that  they  did  not  have  notice  of  the  applica- 
tion for  patent.  All  they  claim  is  that  some  of  the  claimants  of  the  Kismet  assured 
some  of  them  ''  that  they  were  not  claiminfSf  and  would  not  claim  any  portion  of  the 
ground  in  conflict/'  and  relying  upon  this  verbal  promise  they  did  not  protect  their 
interest  by  adverse  proceedings.  If  it  be  granted  that  such  assurances  were  made, 
this  would  not  excuse  the  protestants  from  taking  the  course  prescribed  by  statute 
for  their  own  protection. 

In  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  when  publication  and  posting  have 
been  made,  the  Department  must  assume  that  all  adverse  claimants  had  notice 
thereof,  and  if  they  fail  to  protect  their  interests,  the  Department  can  not  relieve 
them,  when  there  has  been  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law  as  to  the  notices. 

This  question  was  discussed  at  some  length,  and  it  was  decided  that 
the  only  matter  the  Department  could 

determine  in  this  proceeding  is  as  to  whether  the  notice  was  posted  on  the  claim  as 
required  by  law  and  the  rules,  and  whether  the  publication  notice  is  in  conformity 
therewith.    And  this  is  solely  a  matter  between  the  government  and  the  entryman. 

Motion  for  review  of  this  decision  was  denied  (23  L.  D.,  319).  Sub- 
sequently a  motion  for  a  re-review  was  presented,  the  same  was  enter- 
tained, and  on  February  27,  1897  (24  L.  D.,  191),  the  former  decision 
was  modified  to  the  extent  only  of  holding  that  there  had  been  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  rules  and  regulations,  as  construed  by 
your  office,  in  the  publication  notice;  and  the  order  requiring  re-publi- 
cation was  revoked. 

In  relation  to  the  protestants,  in  this  latter  case,  it  was  said — 

The  Department  has  no  intention  of  receding  from  the  position  taken  in  this  case 
originally  as  to  the  status  of  the  protestants.  In  the  case  presented  at  that  time  it 
was  not  charged  or  shown  that  they  did  not  have  notice  of  the  application  for  patent, 
and  the  ex  parte  affidavits  now  presented,  alleging  that  they  did  not  have  notice, 
come  too  late  for  consideration,  under  the  doctrine  announced  in  Peacock  v.  Shearer's 
Heirs,  20  L.  D.,  213,  and  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  and  Railroad  Company  et  al.,  23  id.,  28. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  last  case  decided  is  only  a  modification  of 
the  former,  in  relation  to  the  contents  of  the  publication  notice.  The 
reasons  assigned  for  this  are  given  at  some  length,  and  it  is  not  deemed 
necessary  to  again  discnss  the  question. 

The  theory  upon  which  my  predecessor  acted  in  this  matter  was 
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evidently  that  this  was  solely  a  matter  between  the  applicants  for  patent 
and  the  government.  The  failure  of  the  protestauts  to  file  their  adverse 
within  the  proper  time,  and  thus  test  their  right  to  the  land  by  a  pro- 
ceeding provided  by  law,  did  not  give  them  such  a  standing  before  the 
Dei)artment  as  would  warrant  it  in  considering  any  other  matter  than 
as  to  whether  or  not  there  had  been  a  compliance  with  the  law  and 
regulations  in  the  matter  of  their  application  for  patent.  In  other 
words,  the  protestants  were  regarded  as  appearing  merely  as  amiem 
curioBy  calling  the  attention  of  the  Department  to  the  failure  to  comply 
with  the  regulations. 

In  the  later  case,  the  status  of  the  protestants,  as  fixed  by  the 
former,  was  adhered  to,  and  the  affidavit  filed  by  Gowdy,  stating  that 
he  did  not  have  notice  of  the  application  for  patent  was  disregarded, 
for  the  reason  that  it  came  too  late,  under  the  authorities,  to  cure  an 
alleged  defect  in  ther  original  protest. 

The  present  petition  of  the  protestants,  invoking  the  supervisory 
power  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  while  it  states  seventeen 
grounds  of  error  in  the  decision  of  February  27th,  yet  it  may  with  fair- 
ness be  summarized  into  one  proposition,  that  is,  that  the  affidavit  of 
Gowdy  should  have  been  accepted  <<as  supplementing  and  perfecting 
his  said  protest  and  as  establishing  the  want  of  notice  of  the  Kismet 
application  for  patent,  in  himself  and  his  co-owners  of  the  Chicago 
Girl  lode  claim'';  that  by  reason  of  this  affidavit  the  protestant's  status 
was  "materially  strengthened",  and  that  the  order  of  publication  of 
the  Kismet  application,  in  the  decision  of  May  23rd,  should  not  have 
been  overruled  by  the  later  decision. 

The  prayer  of  this  petition  is,  "  that  the  Department  ought  to  do  one 
of  three  things,  viz : " 

(1)  It  oiif^ht  to  revoke  its  decision  of  February  27, 1897,  and  reinstate  the  decision 
of  May  23, 1896,  in  order  that  onr  clients,  the  senior  locators,  may  have  their  day  in 
court. 

(2)  Or  it  ought  to  order  a  hearing  in  this  case  to  determine  whether  protestants 
had  notice,  and  the  trath  of  allegations  contained  in  their  protests,  and  require 
republication  in  the  event  that  protestants  establish  their  aUegations. 

(3)  Or  it  ought  to  revoke  its  decision  of  February  27, 1897,  and  modify  its  decision 
of  May  23,  1896,  so  as  to  give  force  to  the  regulation  in  question  in  all  conU$ted  or 
protested  case,  leaving  its  enforcement  in  ex  parte  cases  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Commissioner. 

It  has  been  decided  in  this  case  that  there  was  a  proper  posting  of 
the  notice  of  application  for  patent,  and  the  correctness  of  this  ruling 
is  not  questioned.  It  has  also  been  determined  that  the  notice  by 
publication  was  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  regulations  as  con- 
strued and  acted  upon  by  your  office.  Hence,  all  the  notice  required 
by  statute  and  the  rules  and  regulations  was  given.  It  therefore  fol- 
lows, I  think,  that  the  protestants  can  not  be  heard  to  say  that  they 
had  no  notice  of  the  application  for  patent.  Everything  that  was 
required  to  be  done,  to  give  notice,  was  done;  and  if  it  be  admitted 
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that  the  protestants  did  not  actaally  have  notice  of  the  pending  appli- 
cation, they  should,  for  all  purposes,  be  charged  with  constractive 
notice.  When  the  conditions  of  the  law  have  been  fulfilled,  nothing 
further  can  be  required  by  the  Department.  The  parties  are  charged 
with  notice,  and  must  protect  their  interests  as  required  by  the  statutes. 

It  is  of  coarse  contended  by  counsel  that  the  first  decision  in  this 
ca6e  was  right,  and  that  the  second  one  deprives  them  of  any  remedy 
they  may  be  entitled  to  as  against  the  Kismet. 

In  answer  to  that,  it  may  be  said  that  the  protestants  did  not  bring 
themselves  within  the  rulings  of  the  Department  in  the  first  instance, 
in  that  they  did  not  claim  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  the 
application  for  patent  was  pending;  and  in  the  absence  of  an  affirma- 
tive allegation  of  this  fact,  the  presumption  would  naturally  be  that 
they  did  have  notice;  and  this  presumption  is  strengthened,  in  my  judg- 
ment, by  the  language  quoted  in  the  decision  of  May  23rd.  But  whether 
this  be  true  or  not,  the  fact  is,  that  the  protestants  were,  as  stated 
hereinbefore,  charged  with  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  application. 

Without  attempting  to  say  what  my  predecessor  would  have  done  in 
the  premises  had  there  been  a  showing  made  that  protestants  did  not 
actually  have  notice  of  the  pending  application,  it  is  sufficient,  for  the 
purpose  of  disposing  of  this  petition,  to  say,  that  it  was  within  what 
is  now  conceived  to  be  the  correct  ruling,  that  is,  that  they  appeared 
only  as  amictM  curiae^  and  that  it  was  not  error  to  hold,  in  the  absence 
of  an  affirmative  allegation  that  they  did  not  have  notice,  that  they 
would  not  be  heard  as  to  their  alleged  prior  right.  Their  subsequent 
attempt  to  bring  themselves  within  the  rule,  after  the  decision  had  been 
promulgated,  was  unavailing,  under  the  rulings  of  the  Department.  If 
the  Department  should  permit  parties  to  come  in  after  a  case  is  decided, 
and  by  affidavits  cover  the  objections  in  the  original  case,  thus  doing 
that  which  they  should  have  done  in  the  first  instance,  there  would 
never  be  an  end  to  the  cases  that  are  brought  here  for  adjudication. 

On  March  4, 1897,  Oowdy,  for  himself  and  his  co-owners,  filed  in  the 
local  office  a  further  protest  against  the  issuance  of  a  patent  to  the  Kis- 
met, which  has  been  forwarded  to  this  Department  for  action  in  con- 
nection with  the  petition  under  consideration. 

This  protest  alleges  fifteen  grounds  of  objection,  which  are  substan- 
tially a  history  of  the  location  of  the  Chicago  Girl,  showing  it  to  have 
been  prior  to  the  Kismet;  reciting  the  application  for  patent  for  the 
Ejamet;  that  $500  worth  of  labor  and  improvements  had  not  been 
placed  upon  the  Kismet  at  the  time  of  the  application,*  that  neither 
the  protestant  nor  any  of  his  co-owners  had  any  knowledge  of  the 
application  for  patent  filed  by  the  Kismet  until  after  the  period  of  pub- 
lication had  expired;  that  they  resided  within  thirty  miles  of  the  said 
claims;  that  they  had  no  means  of  knowing  the  conflict  between  the 
claims;  that  they  relied  upon  the  seniority  of  their  location  aud  upon 
the  rules  and  regulations  to  the  effect  that  applications  must  refer 
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in  their  notices  to  the  adjoining  and  conflicting  claims;  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe  that  the  parties  interested  in  the  Kismet  claim 
had  knowledge  of  the  conflict  of  the  Chicago  Girl  claim,  and  that  they 
intentionally  omitted  reference  thereto  from  their  notice,  in  order  that 
they  might  wrongfully  acquire  title  to  the  ground  in  controyersy;  and 
that  the  publication  notice  did  not  comply  with  the  requirements  laid 
down  in  paragraphs  29  and  35  of  the  mining  circular  of  December  10, 
1891. 

It  will  be  observed  that  these  charges  are  all  substantially  the  same 
as  those  made  in  the  original  protest,  with  the  single  exception  of  their 
want  of  notice  of  the  application  for  patent.  All  of  these  questions  have 
heretofore  been  ably  presented  by  counsel,  both  in  written  briefs  and 
oral  arguments,  and  have  been  given  mature  deliberation,  after  which 
they  were  decided  adversely  to  the  contention  of  protestants. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  supervisory  powers  with  which  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  clothed,  in  the  matter  of  the  disposal  of  the  public 
lands,  should  not  extend  to  the  point  of  taking  action  in  a  matter  like 
this,  where  parties  have  had  abundant  opportunity  to  protect  their 
rights  under  the  statutes  and  regulations. 

This  appeal  to  the  supervisory  power  is  really  more  in  the  nature  of 
a  petition  for  review  of  the  decision  of  February  27th,  and  might  well 
be  so  denominated;  it  is  asking  that  the  former  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment be  overruled  for  errors  alleged  to  exist  in  said  decision.  IJx>on 
consideration  this  contention  is  found  to  be  without  support.  There  is 
no  direct  charge  of  fraud,  either  on  the  part  of  the  applicants  for  patent 
to  the  Kismet  lode  or  any  officers  of  the  Department,  in  making  the 
survey,  or  otherwise,  in  connection  with  the  entry.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  there  is  nothing  presented  by  this  petition  which  would 
justify  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  power  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

The  fact  that  the  Chicago  Oirl  was  not  mentioned  in  the  advertise- 
ment as  conflicting  with  the  Kismet  lode,  was  not  fatal  to  the  adver- 
tisement, under  the  rulings  of  the  Department  at  that  time.  The 
universal  custom  that  prevailed,  in  mentioning  conflicting  claims  as 
prescribed  by  paragraph  29,  was  only  to  mention  those  for  which  patent 
had  been  applied  for,  or  of  which  there  had  been  an  official  survey;  and 
it  has  been  decided  by  the  Department  in  Whitman  et  al,  v.  Haltenhoff 
et  al,  (19  L.  D.,  245),  that  the  mentioning  of  the  number  of  the  survey 
was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  rules.  Experience  has  demonstrat- 
ed that  this  was  not  a  wise  thing  to  do;  hence  my  predecessor  amended 
paragraph  29,  in  the  decision  of  February  27th,  so  as  to  make  it  more 
specific  and  definite  in  this,  aswell  as  in  other  respects. 

The  petition  will  be  denied  and  the  papers  sent  to  the  files  of  your 
office. 
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artd  lanb  act-settlemsnt  bight. 
Mabgabet  D.  Gillis. 

The  withdrawal  of  arid  lands  ander  the  act  of  October  2,  1888,  did  not  affect  or 
impair  rights  acquired  by  aettlement  and  pre-emption  filing  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  said  act. 

Acting  Secretary  Bya/n  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  September  7, 1697,  (O.  J.  G.) 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  on  March  30, 1888,  Margaret  D. 
Gillis  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  i, 
the  NW.  i  of  the  SE.  J  and  the  8W.  i  of  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  29,  T.  9  N., 
B.  11  E.,  Helena  land  district,  Montana,  alleging  settlement  March  20, 
1888. 

By  your  office  letter  of  Jaly  6,  1890,  in  pursuance  of  instructions 
contained  in  departmental  letter  of  March  13, 1890,  certain  lands  in 
said  township  were  withdrawn  for  reservoir  purposes  under  the  act  of 
October  2, 1888  (25  Stat.,  526).  The  said  instructions  were  based  upon 
the  recommendation  of  the  Director  of  the  United  States  Geological 
Survey,  who  had,  on  January  8,  1890,  designated  and  selected  said 
lands  for  reservoir  purposes.  This  withdrawal,  which  was  for  reservoir 
site  No.  12,  included  the  E.  ^  of  the  SE.  |  of  Sec.  29,  a  part  of  the 
lands  covered  by  the  pre-emption  filing  of  Mrs.  Gillis. 

On  July  3, 1890,  Mrs.  Gillis  transmuted  her  said  filing  to  a  home- 
stead entry.  In  a  petition  filed  in  reply  t6  your  office  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 26, 1896,  calling  upon  her  to  show  cause  why  her  said  homestead 
entry  as  to  the  E.  ^  of  the  SE.  i  should  not  be  canceled  for  conflict 
with  reservoir  site  No.  12,  Mrs.  Gillis  states  that  she  transmuted  her 
filing  to  homestead  because  she  had  expended  all  her  means  in  improv- 
ing said  land  and  could  not  afford  to  purchase  under  the  pre-emption 
law;  that  her  improvements  were  of  the  value  of  $400,  and  consist  of 
house,  garden,  grain  patch,  ditch,  currants,  goose-berries  and  straw- 
berries; that  the  cancellation  of  her  entry  to  the  extent  contemplated 
would  be  of  incalculable  injury  to  her  in  her  advanced  age;  that  this 
is  her  only  home  and  she  begs  to  be  permitted  to  retain  it. 

By  your  office  decision  of  May  9,  1896,  the  said  petition  of  Mrs. 
Gillis  was  denied  and  her  homestead  entry  to  the  extent  of  the  conflict 
with  the  reservoir  site  was  held  for  cancellation. 

An  appeal  from  this  action  brings  the  case  to  this  Department. 

The  substance  of  the  various  letters  of  your  office,  together  with  the 
instructions  of  this  Department,  relative  to  these  lands,  are  set  out  in 
your  said  office  decision  from  which  the  appeal  is  made.  The  act  of 
October  2,  1888  {supra)^  is  as  follows : 

And  all  the  lands  which  may  hereafter  be  designated  or  selected  by  such  United 
States  saryeys  for  sites  for  reservoirs,  ditches  or  canals  for  irrigatiou  purposes  and 
all  the  lands  made  susceptible  of  irrigation  by  such  reservoirs,  ditches  or  canals  are 
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from  this  time  henceforth  hereby  reserved  from  sale  as  the  property  of  the  United 
States,  and  shall  not  he  subject  after  the  passage  of  this  act^  to  entry,  settlement  or 
occnpation  until  farther  provided  by  law. 

The  act  of  August  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  391),  repealed  so  much  of  the  act 
of  October  2, 1888,  as  withdrew  from  settlement  and  occupation  ''all 
landsmade  susceptibleof  irrigation  by  such  reservoirs,  ditchesor  canals." 
The  said  act  of  October  2, 1888,  was  subsequently  amended  by  section 
17  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat,  1095),  which  provided: 

That  reservoir  sites  located  and  selected  and  to  be  located  and  selected  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888,  and  amendments  thereto,  shall  be  restricted 
to  and  shaU  contain  only  so  much  land  as  is  aotually  necessary  for  the  construction 
and  maintenaooe  of  reservoirs ;  excluding  so  far  as  practicable  lands  occupied  by 
actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  the  location  of  said  reservoirs. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  act  of  October  2, 1888,  took  effect  at  the 
date  of  its  passage,  and  that  it  applied  to  all  lands  which  might  there* 
after  be  designated  or  selected  until  further  provided  by  law.  Amanda 
Cormack  (18  L.  D.,  352).  Mrs.  Gillis  was  an  actual  settler  on  the  land 
in  question  at  the  date  of  the  location  of  reservoir  site  No.  12,  and  as 
such  her  said  land  was  excluded  from  the  site  of  said  reservoir  ^<so  far 
as  practicable."  Not  only  this,  she  was  a  bona  fide  settler  and  occu- 
pant of  said  land  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888. 
Hence,  the  rights  thus  secured  antedated  said  act  and  were  not  impaired 
by  the  subsequent  withdrawal  of  said  land  for  reservoir  purposes.  In 
the  case  of  Sjuue  Bondeson  (22  L.  D.,  520)  it  was  held  (syllabus): 

The  act  of  October  2, 1888,  providing  for  the  withdrawal  of  arid  lands  did  not  con« 
template  the  impairment  of  rights  acquired  prior  to  its  passage  through  bona  Jide 
settlement  and  occupancy,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  a  pre-emption  settlement 
and  filing  made  prior  to  the  date  of  said  act  may  be  carried  to  entry  and  patent  sub- 
sequently thereto. 

It  was  stated  in  said  case  that  <^  Congress  did  not  intend  by  the  act 
of  October  2, 1888,  to  impair  the  rights  which  had  accrued  prior  to  its 
passage,  by  reason  of  hojiafide  settlement  and  occupancy.'' 

''Shall  not  be  subject  after  the  passage  of  this  act  to  entry,  settlement  or  oocnpa- 
pation''  are  the  words  of  the  statute;  and  they  plainly  ioiply  a  recognition  of  the 
rights  incident  to  occupation,  settlement  or  entry  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act. 

Accompanying  the  appeal  to  this  Department  is  a  numerously 
signed  petition  setting  forth  that  reservoir  selection  No.  12  is  not  only 
not  demanded  by  the  best  interests  of  the  persons  affected  thereby,  but 
that  such  selection  would  be  a  positive  injury  to  the  property  of  such 
persons.  In  view  of  the  conclusion  reached  herein  it  will  be  unneces- 
sary to  consider  said  petition  in  this  connection. 

Your  office  decision  of  May  9, 1896,  is  hereby  reversed,  Mrs,  Gillis' 
homestead  entry  embracing  the  B.  J  of  the  SE.  \  of  Sec.  29,  T.  9  K,  R, 
11  E.,  will  be  held  intact,  and  if  otherwise  regular  patent  will  issae 
therefor. 
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BAILBOAD  GBuANT-ACCEPTAJ^rCE  OF  CONSTRUCTED  BOAD. 

SouTHEEN  Pacific  E,  E.  Co, 

fiy  the  terms  of  the  Joint  resolution  of  June  28,  1870,  the  Southern  Pacific  company 
was  authorized  to  construct  its  road  along  the  route  indicated  by  the  map  of 
January  3, 1867,  and  entitled  to  have  the  road  accepted,  if  so  constructed,  but 
the  acceptance  of  said  road  will  not  determine  conflicting  rights  or  claims  within 
the  grant. 

The  report  of  the  commissioners  as  to  the  construction  of  the  Southern  Pacific  rail- 
road, as  provided  for  in  said  joint  resolution,  must  be  made  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  and  does  not  require  the  approval  of  the  President. 

A  lease  of  a  portion  of  the  constructed  road  of  the  Southern  Pacific  to  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  oompany  can  not  be  accepted  as  a  valid  basis  for  a  claim  on  the  part 
of  the  latter  company,  that  it  has,  under  the  provisions  of  sectious  3,  and  17,  of 
the  act  of  July  27, 1866,  thereby  earned  its  grant  opposite  said  constructed  road. 

The  map  of  January  3,  1867,  was  not  filed  as  a  map  of  definite  location,  but  rather 
as  a  map  of  general  route,  and  a  deflection  from  said  route,  in  the  construction 
of  the  road,  made  necessary  on  account  of  engineering  difficulties,  and  to  secure 
a  more  feasible  route,  does  not  warrant  the  rejection  of  the  road  thus  constructed. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  8, 1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

In  a  letter  from  your  office  dated  November  20,  1890,  asking  instruc- 
tion in  the  matter  of  the  adjustment  of  the  grant  to  the  Southern  Paciiic 
Bail  road  Company,  in  view  of  the  forfeiture  declared  by  the  act  of 
September  29, 1890,  of  all  lands  opposite  the  unconstructed  part  of  any 
railroad  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  which  a  grant  had  been  previously 
made,  it  was  said: 

Between  Tres  Pinos  and  the  point  referred  to  (Alcalde)  there  is  no  evidence  of  con- 
struction, nor  is  there  any  evidence  of  the  construction  from  Mojave  to  the  Colorado 
River,  at  The  Needles,  although  it  is  understood  that,  between  said  last  mentioned 
points,  the  road  has  been  constructed,  and  that  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  upon 
the  construction  is  now  pending  before  the  Department  and  has  been  since  1883.  In 
preparing  diagrams  showing  the  lands  forfeited,  and  in  making  the  restoration  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act,  it  becomes  necessary  to  determine  what  portions  of  the  road 
were  not  completed  and  in  operation  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  To  do 
this,  it  must  first  be  determined  what  portions  of  the  road  were  constructed  in 
accordance  with  law,  and  to  this  end  I  have  to  ask  instructions  upon  the  road  from 
Mojave  to  The  Needles.  In  this  connection,  I  have  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  withdrawal  now  existing  between  said  points  is  upon  the  location  of  1867  before 
referred  to. 

Relative  to  the  portion  of  said  road  between  Mojave  and  The  Keedles, 
I  have  to  advise  you  that  by  letter  of  January  6, 1885,  the  resident 
counsel  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  transmitted  the 
favorable  report  made  by  commissioners  api)ointed  by  the  President  on 
December  3, 1884,  to  examine  the  portion  of  said  road  between  Mojave 
and  The  Needles,  a  distance  of  242,507  miles,  together  with  an  affidavit 
by  the  President  of  the  company,  to  the  effect  that  the  road  as  con- 
structed is  as  near  as  may  be  upon  the  route  indicated  upon  the  map 
filed  January  3, 1867,  and  in  said  letter  requested  that  the  report  and 
accompanying  papers  be  forwai*ded  to  the  President  for  his  action. 
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Against  the  acceptance  of  said  report  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company  filed  a  protest  on  January  10, 1885,  alleging,  in  effect, 
(1)  that  between  Mojave  and  The  Keedles  the  constracted  line  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  EaUroad  is  practically  identical  with  the  located  line 
of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad,  and  (2)  that  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  has  the  prior  right  to  the  land  grant  so  far 
as  it  is  in  conflict. 

Each  of  the  parties  was  granted  time  within  which  to  file  briefs  in 
support  of  their  respective  rights,  and  the  record  as  thus  made  is  very 
voluminous. 

It  appears  that  no  action  has  ever  been  taken  upon  said  report  made 
by  the  commissioners  appointed  to  examine  the  constructed  road  above 
described,  except,  that  in  1891,  the  entire  matter  was  referred  to  the 
First  Assistant  Secretary,  for  examination  and  report,  and  on  April  4, 
1891,  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  made  report  in  which  he  states  <<  it 
is  my  judgment  that  the  company  is  entitled  to  have  the  report  (the 
report  of  the  commissioners)  approved.'' 

Upon  this  report  the  then  Secretary  (Mr.  !Noble)  does  not  appear  to 
have  acted,  nor  has  any  action  since  been  taken. 

A  brief  recital  of  the  legislation  relative  to  the  grants  for  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  and  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroads  is  necessary  in  the  con- 
sideration of  the  protest  filed  by  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  and  in  determining  what  action  is  necessary  to  be  taken  upon 
the  report  made  by  the  commissioners  appointed  to  examine  the  con- 
structed road  under  consideration. 

By  act  of  Congress  approved  July  27, 1866  (14  Stat.,  292),  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  incorporated  and  a  grant  of  lands 
was  made  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  road  therein  provided  for, 
which  is  as  follows : 

Beginning  at  or  near  the  town  of  Springfield^  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  thence  to 
the  western  boundary  line  of  said  State,  and  thence  by  the  most  eligible  railroad 
route  as  shaU  be  determined  by  said  company  to  a  point  on  the  Canadian  River, 
thence  to  the  town  of  Albuquerque,  on  the  River  of  Bel  Norte,  and  thence,  by  way 
of  Agna  Frio,  or  other  suitable  pass,  to  the  head- waters  of  the  Colorado  Chi  qui  to, 
and  thence,  along  the  thirty-fifth  parallel  of  latitude,  as  near  as  may  be  found  moat 
suitable  for  a  railway  route,  to  the  Colorado  River,  at  such  point  as  may  be  selected 
by  said  company  for  crossing;  thence  by  the  most  practicable  and  eligible  route,  to 
the  Pacific. 

Said  act  after  making  the  grant  of  lands  provided: 

That  if  said  route  shall  be  found  upon  the  line  of  any  other  railroad  route,  to  aid 
in  the  construction  of  which  lands  have  been  heretofore  granted  by  the  United 
States,  as  far  as  the  routes  are  upon  the  same  general  line,  the  amount  of  land  here- 
tofore granted  shall  be  deducted  from  the  amount  granted  by  this  act:  Provided 
further f  That  the  railroad  company  receiving  the  previous  grant  of  land  may  assign 
their  interest  to  said  "Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,''  or  may  consolidate, 
confederate,  and  associate  with  said  company  upon  the  terms  named  in  the  firvt  and 
seventeenth  sections  of  this  aok 
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The  4th  section  of  said  act  provides: 

That  whenever  said  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  shall  have  twenty-five 
oonsecutive  miles  of  any  portion  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  ready  for  the 
service  contemplated,  the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  appoint  three  com- 
missioners to  examine  the  same,  who  shall  he  paid  a  reasonable  compensation  for 
their  services  by  the  company,  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 
and  if  it  shall  appear  that  twenty-five  consecntive  miles  of  said  road  and  telegraph 
line  have  been  completed  in  a  good,  substantial  and  workmanlike  manner,  as  in  all 
other  respects  required  by  this  act,  the  commissioners  shall  so  report  under  oath,  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  patents  of  lands,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
issued  to  said  company,  confirming  to  said  company  the  right  and  title  to  said  lands 
situated  opposite  to  and  coterminous  with  said  completed  section  of  said  road.  And 
from  time  to  time,  whenever  twenty-five  additional  consecutive  miles  shall  have 
been  constructed,  completed,  and  in  readiness  as  aforesaid,  and  verified  by  said  com- 
missioners to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  then  patents  shall  be  issued  to  said 
company  conveying  the  additional  sections  of  land  as  aforesaid,  and  so  on  as  fast 
as  every  twenty-five  miles  of  said  road  is  completed  as  aforesaid. 

By  the  18th  section  of  said  act  a  grant  of  lands  was  made  to  the 
Southern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company.    Said  section  reads: 

That  the  Sonthem  Pacific  Railroad,  a  company  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  California,  is  hereby  authorized  to  connect  with  the  said  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Railroad,  formed  under  this  act,  at  such  point,  near  the  boundary  line  of  the 
State  of  California,  as  they  shall  deem  most  suitable  for  a  railroad  line  to  San 
Francisco,  and  shall  have  a  uniform  gauge  and  rate  of  freight  or  fare  with  said  road ; 
and  in  consideration  thereof,  to  aid  in  its  construction,  shall  have  similar  grants  of 
land,  subject  to  aU  the  conditions  and  limitations  herein  provided,  and  shall  be 
required  to  construct  its  road  on  the  like  regulations,  as  to  time  and  manner,  with 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  herein  provided  for. 

According  to  the  articles  of  incorporation  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company,  it  was  authorized  to  build  a  railroad — 

from  some  point  on  the  Bay  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  State  of  California,  through  the 
counties  of  Santa  Clara,  Monterey,  San  Luis  Obispo,  Tulare,  Los  Angeles,  and  San 
Diego,  to  the  town  of  San  Diego,  in  said  State,  thence  eastward  through  the  county 
of  San  Diego  to  the  eastern  line  of  said  State  of  California,  there  to  connect  with  the 
contemplated  railroad  from  said  eastern  line  of  the  State  of  California  to  the  Mis- 
sisaippi  river,  etc. 

On  January  3, 1867,  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  filed  in 
this  Department  a  map  showing  the  location  of  the  line  of  its  road 
under  the  act  of  1866  {supra). 

According  to  this  location  the  road  was  to  extend  from  San  Francisco 
aoutheastwardly  in  the  direction  of  Mojave,  and  tbence  eastwardly  to 
a  point  on  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  State,  on  the  Colorado  Eiver,  a 
few  miles  below  the  Needles. 

Upon  this  location  the  lands  within  the  prescribed  limits  of  the 
grant  were  withdrawn  March  26, 1867, 

Afterwards  a  question  was  raised  as  to  the  authority  of  the  Southern 

Pacific  Eailroad  Company  to  make  the  location  shown  upon  the  map  of 

1867,  as  it  did  not  conform  with  the  route  provided  for  in  the  articles 

of  association,  and  the  order  of  withdrawal  was  first  revoked,  then  that 
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order  was  snspended.  Thereafter  the  withdrawal  was  again  revoked 
and  again  the  order  of  revocation  was  snspended,  and  thus  the  matter 
stood  when  Congress  by  the  joint  resolution  approved  June  28, 1870 
(16  Stat.,  382),  provided: 

That  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  California  may  constmot  its 
road  and  telegraph  line,  as  near  as  may  be,  on  the  route  indicated  by  the  map  filed 
by  said  company  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  third  day  of  January, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixtj^-seven ;  and  upon  the  construction  of  each  section  of  said 
road,  in  the  manner  and  within  the  time  provided  by  law,  and  notice  thereof  being 
given  by  the  company  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  he  shall  direct  an  examina- 
tion of  each  such  section  by  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  as 
provided  in  the  act  making  a  grant  of  land  to  said  company,  approved  July  twenty- 
seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  and  upon  the  report  of  the  commissioners 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  such  section  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line 
has  been  constructed  as  required  by  law,  it  shaH  be  the  duty  of  the  said  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  cause  patents  to  be  issued  to  said  company  for  the  sections  of  land 
coterminous  to  each  constructed  section  reported  on  as  aforesaid,  to  the  extent  and 
amount  granted  to  said  company  by  the  said  act  of  July  twenty-seventh,  eighteen 
hundred  and  sixty-six,  expressly  saving  and  reserving  all  the  rights  of  actual  set- 
tlers, together  with  the  other  conditions  and  restrictions  provided  for  in  the  third 
section  of  said  act. 

By  letter  of  October  25,  1869,  the  President  of  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  transmitted  to  this  Department  a  plat  des- 
ignating the  line  of  that  road  from  the  crossing  of  the  Colorado  Biver 
to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  upon  which  it  was  requested  that  a  withdrawal 
be  ordered. 

This  Department  refused  to  accept  the  location  shown  upon  said  map, 
and  the  request  for  a  withdrawal  was  denied.  On  August  15,  1872, 
another  location  was  filed  which  was  duly  accepted  and  withdrawal 
ordered  thereon. 

It  might  be  here  stated  that  by  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July 
25y  1868  (15  Stat.,  187),  it  was  provided: 

That  the  Sonthem  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  the  State  of  California  shall, 
instead  of  the  times  now  fixed  by  law  for  the  construction  of  the  first  section  of  its 
road  and  telegraph  line,  have  nntil  the  first  day  of  Jnly,  eighteen  hundred  and  sev- 
enty, for  the  construction  of  the  first  thirty  miles,  and  they  shall  be  required  to  con- 
struct at  least  twenty  miles  every  year  thereafter,  and  the  whole  line  of  their  road 
within  the  time  now  provided  by  law. 

The  Southern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  began  the  construction  of 
its  road  at  San  Jose,  the  section  ending  at  Gilroy  (30.26  miles)  being 
constructed  during  the  year  1870. 

Twenty  miles  southeast  from  Gilroy,  ending  at  Tres  Pinos,  was  con- 
structed during  the  folio wiug  year. 

The  company  then  began  at  Goshen,  building  southeastwardly  to 
Mojave,  and  afterwards  from  Goshen  to  Coaligna. 

The  above  mentioned  road  has  been  duly  accepted. 

Aside  from  the  merits  of  the  contention  made  by  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clear,  that  after  the 
resolution  of  1870  no  question  could  be  raised  as  against  the  right  of 
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the  Sonthern  Pacific  Rjiilroad  Company  to  build  along  the  route  indi- 
cated upon  the  map  of  1867,  and  if  so  built  that  the  road  should  and 
must,  under  the  terms  of  tbat  resolution,  be  accepted. 

The  acceptance  of  the  road  as  constructed  will  not  determine  con- 
flicting rights  or  claims,  within  the  grant,  and  in  my  opinion  the  protest 
by  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  is  not  sufficient  cause 
for  further  suspending  action  upon  the  report  of  the  commissioners, 
who  were  appointed  not  to  determine  priorities  within  the  grant,  but 
whether  the  road  was  constructed  as  required  by  law. 

The  resolution  of  1870  provides — 

and  npon  the  report  of  the  commissioners  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  snch 
section  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  has  been  constructed  as  required  by  law, 
it  shall  he  the  duty  of  the  said  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  cause  patents  to  he  issued 
to  said  company  for  the  sections  of  land  coterminous  to  each  constructed  section 
reported  on  as  aforesaid,  etc. 

These  commissioners  were  not  required  to  report  to  the  President,  as 
were  those  provided  for  in  the  act  of  1866,  and  I  can  see  no  good  reason 
for  submitting  their  report  to  the  President  for  approval.  It  is  clear 
the  resolution  does  not  require  it. 

It  has  been  the  practice,  so  I  learn,  to  submit  the  report>s  made  by 
commissioners  under  the  resolution  of  1870  for  approval  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  the  remaining  sections  of  constructed  road  have  been  accepted 
in  this  manner. 

The  commissioners  were  required  to  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  while  his  approval  of  said  report  is  not  specifically  required, 
yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  power  exists,  if  sufficient  reasons 
appear,  to  reject  the  report,  or  to  refuse  to  patent  lands  on  account 
thereof,  which  it  is  otherwise  made  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  do,  upon  receipt  of  a  favorable  report  from  the  commissioners 
duly  appointed  to  examine  the  road. 

This  would  seem  to  have  been  the  view  entertained  by  the  then  Sec- 
retary (Mr.  Teller),  for  he  entertained  the  protest  filed  by  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  before  referred  to. 

Relative  to  said  protest,  which  was  based  upon  an  adverse  claim  to 
the  grant,  set  up  by  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  I  have 
but  to  say  that,  by  the  act  of  July  6,  1886  (24  Stat.,  123),  its  grant  oppo- 
site unconstructed  road  was  forfeited,  and  in  the  case  of  said  company 
against  Mingus  (165  U.  S.,  413)  the  forfeiture  act  was  maintained. 

Following  the  act  of  forfeiture,  resident  counsel  for  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  filed  a  paper  in  which  attention  is  called  to 
a  contract  of  purchase  made  between  the  Southern  Pacific  and  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  companies,  together  with  lease  of  the  portion  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  under  consideration,  which  it  was  claimed,  in 
effect,  brought  this  portion  of  the  road  under  the  provisions  of  the  3d 
and  17th  sections  of  the  act  of  July  27, 1866  {sujpra)^  '^  and  carries  with 
it  all  land  grant  rights." 
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A  reading  of  the  sections  referred  to  is  enough  to  show  that  this  claim 
is  not  a  sufficient  cause  for  refusing  to  accept  the  road  as  reported. 

The  provision  in  the  3d  section  is  for  consolidation  with  any  railroad 
found  upon  the  same  general  line  provided  for  in  the  act  of  1866,  which 
had  been,  prior  to  1866,  aided  with  a  land  grant,  and  the  provision  was 
made  to  guard  against  a  double  grant  for  parallel  lines  upon  the  same 
general  route.  The  17th  section  authorized  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Eailroad  to  accept  other  grants,  donations,  loans,  etc.,  whether  ixom 
Congress,  the  legislature  of  any  State,  or  an  individual. 

I  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  consolidation  could 
not  be  made  under  the  act  of  1866  with  a  railroad  not  aided  by  a  land 
grant,  nor  that  the  Southern  Pacific  after  earning  its  grant  might 
not  transfer  it  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  but 
the  condition  here  presented  is  that  of  two  companies  claiming  grants 
under  the  same  act,  viz.,  July  27, 1866,  and  as  located  these  grants  over- 
lap, being  for  a  long  distance  upon  the  same  general  route.  It  was 
never  the  intention  of  Congress  to  provide  a  means  by  which  both 
grants  could  be  earned  by  the  building  of  but  one  road. 

Between  the  points  named  the  road  was  constructed  by  the  Southern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  and  duly  examined  as  a  part  of  that  road. 
It  is  not  my  purpose  to  at  this  time  determine  whether  said  company  is 
entitled  to  a  grant  under  the  act  of  1866,  for  I  learn  that  this  question 
is  now  involved  in  a  suit  pending  in  the  courts,  brought  by  the  United 
States,  to  quiet  the  title  to  the  lands  claimed  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  along  this  portion  of  the  road,  where  overlapped  by 
the  limits  of  the  grant  adjusted  to  the  location  made  by  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  in  1872. 

I  am  clear,  however,  upon  the  proposition  that  the  subsequent  leas- 
ing of  this  portion  of  the  line  by  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Eailroad 
Company  can  not  be  made  the  basis  for  supporting  the  claim  of  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  that  thereby  its  grant  under 
the  act  of  1866  was  earned  opposite  to  said  constructed  road.  Its  pro- 
test is  therefore  overruled,  and  its  application  formally,  made  for  the 
examination  of  said  road  as  a  part  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Rail- 
road, by  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  is  denied. 

It  but  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  road,  as  constructed, 
should  be  accepted,  there  being,  towards  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
State,  quite  a  deflection  to  the  south  of  the  location  shown  upon  the 
map  filed  January  3, 1867. 

The  resolution  of  June  28,  1870  (supra),  merely  authorized  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  construct  its  road,  ''as  near  as 
may  be,  on  the  route  indicated  by  the  map  filed  by  said  company  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  3d  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred 
and  sixty-seven." 

The  facts  calling  for  such  legislation  must  be  considered  when 
determining  the  scope  of  the  legislation. 
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The  map  of  1867  was  not  filed  as  a  map  of  definite  location,  bat  rather 
as  a  map  of  general  rente. 

This  Department  had  held  that  the  route  indicated  upon  said  map 
was  not  possible  under  its  State  charter,  and  thereupon  revoked  the 
withdrawal  ordered  upon  said  route. 

The  passage  of  the  resolution  was  therefore  to  permit  the  construc- 
tion along  the  general  route  indicated  and  not  to  restrict  the  company 
to  the  exact  location  shown  upon  said  map. 

This  Department  has  never  treated  the  line  of  1867  as  the  definite 
location  of  the  road,  but  has  adjusted  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the 
road  actually  constructed. 

The  variance  between  the  line  of  1867  and  the  road  as  constructed  is 
but  slight,  except  between  Daggett  and  Goffs. 

In  explanation  of  tlie  change  between  these  points  the  chief  engineer 
of  the  company,  in  an  affidavit  made  March  23, 1891,  alleges: 

That  going  easterly  from  Daggett  to  Goffs  it  was  at  first  proposed  to  follow  up  the 
conrse  of  the  Mojave  River  and  pass  through  the  range  of  mountains  known  as  the 
Providence  Mountains,  hut  on  making  further  surveys  to  the  southward  it  was  found 
that  there  was  a  more  feasihle  and  practicable  route,  leaving  the  Mojave  River  near 
Daggett  and  passing  to  the  southward  of  the  Providence  Mountains,  and  that  by  the 
adoption  of  such  mure  southerly  route  the  length  of  the  line  would  be  shortened  by 
about  three  and  a  half  miles,  and  the  grades  and  curves  could  be  reduced  Arom  the 
common  use  of  grades  of  116  feet  to  the  mile,  deflecting  locally  from  the  geuisral 
route  to  fit  the  sides  of  the  mountains  to  be  crossed,  and  necessitating  the  use  of 
sharp  curves  (thus  raising  to  the  maximum  not  only  the  cost  of  construction  of  the 
road  but  also  the  cost  of  transportation  of  merchandise  over  the  road  when  con- 
atrncted),  to  grades  of  but  fifty-three  feet  per  mile  rising  east  and  seventy-four  feet 
per  mile  rising  west,  with  easy  curves  and  long  tangents  or  straight  distances  of 
track,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  route  upon  which  the  said  railroad  was  constructed 
was  adopted.  That  such  route  is  a  more  feasible  and  practicable  route  than  that 
shown  on  the  map  filed  January  8,  1867,  and  that  between  Daggett  and  the  Needles 
there  are  no  private  interests  that  are  not  as  well  served  by  one  route  as  by  the  other 
and  the  public  in  general  are  very  much  better  served  by  the  line  as  constructed 
than  they  woold  have  been  by  a  railroad  constructed  upon  the  line  shown  on  the 
said  map. 

In  view  of  the  favorable  report  made  by  the  commissioners,  and  for 
the  reasons  above  given,  I  have  determined  to  accept  the  report  and 
approve  of  the  road  as  constructed. 


CONTEST-PROCEEDINGS  BT  THE  GOTEBNMENT. 

Gray  v.  Popkess. 

Where  the  government,  in  its  own  behalf,  has  taken  steps  looking  to  the  cancellation 
of  an  entry,  pending  final  action  thereon,  a  contestant  can  gain  no  right  by  filing 
a  contest,  in  the  event  the  government  cancels  the  entry  as  the  result  of  its  own 
proceedings. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  her  8,  1697.  (B.  M.  R.) 

This  case  involves  section  23,  T.  3G  S.,  R.  12  W.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah, 
and  is  before  the  Department  upon  appeal  by  L.  H.  Gray  from  your 
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office  decision  of  April  14,  1896,  dismissiDg  his  contest  against  the 
desert  land  entry  by  Maria  A.  Popkess,  of  this  tract. 

The  record  shows  that  on  May  11,  1889,  Maria  A.  Popkess  made 
desert  land  entry  for  the  land  involved.  February  10, 1894,  this  entry 
was  canceled  for  failure  to  make  proof  within  the  statutory  period. 

May  4,  1894,  an  application  having  been  made  for  re-instatement, 
your  office  granted  the  same  and  allowed  the  entryman  ninety  days 
within  which  to  make  such  proof,  "failing  to  do  which  the  entry  will 
again  be  canceled." 

May  9, 1894,  due  service  of  the  above  decision  upon  the  attorney  of 
Maria  Popkess,  was  had. 

October  17, 1894,  the  local  office  informed  your  office  that  no  action 
had  been  taken  by  the  entryman  and  recommended  that  the  entry  be 
again  canceled. 

March  9,  1896,  this  appellant  filed  corroborated  affidavit  of  contest 
alleging  that  proof  had  not  been  made  within  the  time  allowed  by  law; 
that  the  land  had  never  been  reclaimed,  and  was  in  its  natural  condition. 

April  14, 1896,  your  office  decision  canceled  the  entry  of  Popkess  and 
held  that  as  the  entry  was  canceled  the  contest  of  Gray  would  not  lie. 
From  this  action,  as  heretofore  stated,  appeal  has  been  taken. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  at  the  time  the  application  to  contest  was 
made,  the  ninety  days  given  the  entrywoman  within  which  to  submit 
proof  had  expired  without  any  action  upon  her  part,  and  that  in  pur- 
suance of  your  office  decision  of  May  4, 1894,  stating  that  if  proof  was 
not  furnished  within  the  period  specified  the  entry  would  again  be  can- 
celed, the  local  office  so  recommended  on  October  17,  following.  The 
entry,  however,  was  not  formally  canceled  by  your  office  until  the 
decision  from  which  appeal  is  taken.  Under  these  circumstances  is 
the  position  of  the  appellant  well  taken  f 

In  the  Spencer  case  (2  L.  D.,  785),  it  was  said  by  the  then  Gommifi- 
sioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  page  786: 

Experience  has  shown  that  freqnent  efforts  are  made  to  take  advantage  of  a 
knowledge  of  facts  revealed  by  the  special  agent's  investigation,  to  found  a  contest 
thereon,  and  that  in  other  cases  parties  to  fraudulent  entries  endeavor  to  protect  the 
same  against  the  investigation  through  the  institution  of  collusive  contests. 

This  was  the  first  expression  of  a  principle  which  has  since  been  often 
followed.  In  ex-parte  Bullen  (8  L.  D.,  301),  Secretary  Vilas  re-affirmed 
this  view.  See  also  ex-parte  Stearns  (idem.,  573),  and  United  States  f. 
Scott  Ehea  (id.,  578).  The  general  principle  deduced  from  these  and 
similar  authorities,  is  that  where  the  government  in  its  own  behalf  has 
taken  steps  looking  to  the  cancellation  of  an  entry,  pending  final  action 
thereon,  a  contestant  can  gain  no  rights  by  filing  a  contest,  in  the  event 
the  government  cancels  the  entry  as  a  result  of  its  own  proceedings. 

So  in  the  cause  at  bar,  the  entry  was  canceled  and  them  reinstated 
for  a  period  of  ninety  days  for  the  purpose  only  of  allowing  the  entry- 
man  to  furnish  proof,  and  it  was  specifically  stated  therein  that  if  the 
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proof  was  not  fiirnislied  within  that  period,  the  entry  would  be  canceled. 
The  time  having  passed  without  action  by  the  entryman,  it  was  evident 
from  the  terms  of  your  decision  granting  the  extension  that  the  entry 
woold  be  canceled.  This  contestant,  therefore,  cannot  be  allowed  to 
take  advantage  of  this  knowledge  and,  under  pretence  of  commencing 
a  contest  against  the  entry,  acquire  a  preference  right  thereon. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  your  office  was  correct  and  the 
same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


DESEBT  ENTRY— PRICE  OS*  TiAJSHX 

Eate  G.  Organ. 

The  price  of  desert  lands  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad  grant,  entered  nnder  the 
act  of  March  3, 1877,  is  not  affected  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  and  such  lands 
can  only  be  patented  on  the  payment  of  the  double  minimum  price. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  DO  ber  8, 1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

Elate  G.  Organ  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  May  6^  1896, 
requiring  supplemental  payment  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents 
per  acre  on  desert  land  entry  No.  3661,  made  April  12, 1890,  for  the 
KB.  i  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  SE.  i,  Sec.  22,  T.  14  liT.,  E.  66  W.,  Chey- 
enne, Wyoming. 

Appellant  complains: 

First.  That  the  laws  of  the  United  States  authorize  the  issuance  of  patent  for 
such  desert  claim  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  $1.25  per  acre. 

Second.  That  claimant  has  made  final  proof  upon  said  claim,  which  has  been 
accepted  by  the  land  department,  and  that  she  paid  the  purchase  price  therefor  as 
required  by  said  department,  and  that  she  holds  a  final  receipt  therefor. 

That  claimant  has  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  law  in  the  premises,  and 
is  entitled  without  further  payment  to  a  patent  for  said  described  lands. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  26, 1893,  your  office  rejected  the  final 
proof  offered  by  Miss  Organ  upon  her  desert  land  entry,  for  the  reason 
that  ^^only  two  hundred  dollars  was  tendered  as  payment  for  the  land." 

On  appeal,  the  Department  reversing  the  decision  of  your  office  said : 

It  is  true  that  the  initial  entry  was  made  prior  to  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (25  Stat., 
1095-6-7) ;  but  that  act  proyided  that  in  case  of  all  desert  land  entries  in  existence 
at  that  date^  *'  upon  payment  to  the  receiver  of  the  additional  sum  of  one  dollar  per 
aere  of  said  land  a  patent  shall  issue  therefor  to  the  applicant  or  his  assigns/'  In 
the  case  at  bar,  final  proof  was  made  on  June  22,  1^3,  subsequently  to  the  passage 
of  the  act  above  cited;  henoe  it  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  said  act.  (See  case 
of  Kobert  J.  Gardinier^  19  L.  D.,  83.) 

The  decision  of  your  office,  in  so  far  as  it  demands  more  than  one  dollar  and  a 
quarter  per  acre  as  the  total  amount  to  be  paid  for  said  land,  is  reversed.  20  L.  D., 
406. 

It  does  not  appear  why  this  entry  did  not  pass  to  patent  on  the 
authority  of  said  decision. 
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On  May  6, 1896,  your  office,  without  reference  to  said  departmental 
decision,  again  suspended  said  entry  for  supplemental  payment  of  one 
dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  on  the  authority  of  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Healey,  160 
IJ.  S.,  136,  and  it  is  of  this  that  the  appellant  now  complains. 

This  action  on  the  part  of  your  office  was  irregular.  It  was  the  duty 
of  the  Commissioner  to  carry  out  the  decision  of  the  Department.  If 
said  decision  was  believed  to  have  been  in  violation  of  a  rule  of  law  as 
subsequently  announced  by  the  supreme  court,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Commissioner  to  have  called  the  attention  of  the  Department  to  that 
fact,  and  asked  for  instructions  in  the  premises.  If  the  departmental 
decision  was  wrong,  however,  in  the  light  of  the  supreme  court  decision, 
your  action  of  JVfay  6, 1896,  was  not  reversible  error. 

The  land  embraced  in  this  entry  is  within  the  granted  limits  of  the 
Union  Pacific  liailroad.  The  entry  was  made  on  April  12, 1890,  under 
the  desert  land  act  of  1877. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Healey  (supra),  it  was  said: 

It  results  that  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1891,  lands  snch  as  those  here  in 
snit,  although  within  the  general  description  of  desert  land,  could  not  properly  be 
disposed  of  at  less  than  $2.50  per  acre.  Was  a  different  rule  prescribed  by  that  act 
in  relation  to  entries  made  previously  to  Its  passage f 

If  it  be  true,  as  seems  to  have  been  held  by  the  Interior  Department,  that  the  act 
of  1877,  as  amended  by  that  of  1891,  embraces  alternate  reserved  sections  along  the 
lines  of  land-grant  railroads  that  require  irrigation  in  order  to  fit  them  for  agricul- 
tural purposes — upon  which  question  we  express  no  opinion — it  is  necessary  to  deter- 
mine whether  a  case  begun,  as  this  one  was,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1891 
is  controlled  by  the  law  as  it  was  when  the  original  entry  was  made.  This  question 
is  important  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  appellee's  entry  was  made  under  the  act  of 
1877,  before  it  was  amended,  and  his  final  proof  was  made  after  the  act  1891  took 
effect 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  1891  did  not  authorize  the  lands  in  dispute  to 
be  sold  at  $1.25  per  acre,  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  proceedings  to  obtain  them  were 
begun  before  its  passage. 

I  am  constrained  to  follow  this  decision  and  to  hold  that  it  disposes 
of  appellant's  case.  Claims  initiated  under  the  desert  land  act  of  1877, 
before  the  passage  of  the  amendatory  act  of  1801  can  only  be  completed 
on  the  payment  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre,  as  provided  by 
the  first  named  act. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  jurisdiction  over  the  public  lands 
until  patent  issues,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  see  that  they  are  disposed  of 
only  in  accordance  with  law.  The  payment  of  two  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  per  acre  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  acquisition  of  title  to 
such  alternate  reserved  lands  entered  under  the  act  of  1877,  and  until 
that  condition  has  been  complied  with,  I  am  without  authority  to 
patent  the  land. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed* 
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MINING  CLAIM-RAILROAD  GRANT-SCHOOL  GRAJNT. 

Pacific  Coast  Marble  Co.  v.  Northern  Paotpio  R.  E.  Co.  bt  al. 

Whatever  is  recognized  as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  aathorities,  whether  of  metallic 
or  other  substances,  when  fonnd  in  the  public  lands,  in  quantity  and  quality 
sufficient  to  render  the  land  more  valuable  on  account  thereof  than  for  agricul- 
tural purposes,  must  be  treated  as  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  mining 
laws. 

Lands  valuable  only  on  account  of  the  marble  deposit  contained  therein  are  subject 
to  placer  entry  under  the  mining  laws. 

Lands  containing  valuable  mineral  deposits,  whether  of  the  metalliferous  or  fossil- 
iferous  class,  of  such  quantity  and  quality  as  to  render  them  subject  to  entry 
under  the  mining  laws,  are  ''mineral  lands''  witbin  the  meaning  of  that  term  as 
used  in  the  exception  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Company  for  rail- 
road purposes,  and  to  the  State  for  school  purposes. 
The  case  of  Tucker  v.  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation  Co.,  19  L.  D.,  414,  overruled* 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
( W.  V.  D.)  ber  9, 1897.  {A.  B.  P.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  controversy  includes  parts  of  sections  14, 
15, 16, 21,  and  22,  T.  28  N.,  E.  36  E.,  W.  M.,  Spokane,  Washington.  The 
portions  thereof  which  lie  in  sections  15  and  21,  are  claimed  by  the 
Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  by  virtue  of  its  list,  No.  7,  of 
indemnity  selections,  under  its  grant  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365). 
That  portion  which  lies  in  section  16,  is  claimed  by  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, under  its  grant  for  school  purposes,  by  the  act  of  February  22, 
1889  (26  Stat.,  676,  sections  10  and  18).  The  whole  thereof—embracing 
120  acres — is  claimed  by  the  Pacific  Coast  Marble  Company,  under  its 
application  for  x)atent  filed  October  15, 1895,  based  upon  six  distinct  but 
contiguous  placer  mining  locations,  of  twenty  acres  each,  made  prior 
thereto,  and  known,  respectively,  as  the  Clark,  Heitkemper,  Clamo, 
Liebe,  Haight,  and  Strode,  mining  claims. 

On  January  2, 1896,  the  mineral  claimant  presented  its  proof  of  pub- 
lication, etc.,  and  tendered  payment  for  the  land.  The  local  officers 
declined  to  receive  the  money,  owing  to  the  conflicts  with  the  railroad 
company  and  the  State,  and  thereupon  transmitted  the  record  to  your 
office,  with  request  for  instructions  as  to  the  proper  course  to  pursue. 
Under  date  of  January  17, 1896,  your  office  replied,  stating  "that  the 
lands  containing  a  deposit  of  marble,  which  can  be  mined  at  a  profit, 
are  subject  to  disposition  under  the  mining  laws,''  but  that  the  mineral 
claimant's  application  should  have  been  treated  as  in  the  nature  of  a 
contest  against  the  railroad  company's  selection ;  that  the  State  should 
have  been  notified,  and  ruled  to  show  cause,  etc.;  that  betbre  the  appli- 
cant could  be  allowed  to  purchase  under  the  mining  laws,  it  would  have 
to  proceed  as  thus  indicated ;  and  the  local  officers  were  instructed  to 
require  proceedings  to  be  had  accordingly. 

The  State  was  thereupon  notified,  and  in  reply,  filed  its  protest, 
admittiBg  the  existence  of  marble  in  the  land,  but  contending  that 
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marble  is  not  such  a  mineral  as  serves  to  except  lands  containing  it 
from  the  grant  to  the  State  for  school  purposes. 

As  a  further  result  of  the  instructions  from  your  office,  a  hearing 
was  had,  at  which  all  the  parties  appeared.  After  the  examination  of 
two  witnesses,  and  the  introduction  of  certain  specimens  of  marble 
from  the  claims,  as  exhibits  in  the  case,  the  parties,  without  proceed- 
ing further  with  the  testimony,  entered  into  a  written  stipulation 
whereby,  ''for  the  purpose  of  saving  further  cost  and  time  in  taking 
evidence,"  it  was  agreed 

that  the  land  in  controyersy  is  not  agricultural  or  gazing  land,  and  is  valuable  onlj 
for  the  marble  it  contains ;  and  this  controversy  shall  be  submitted  upon  the  legal 
question  of  whether  or  not  marble  is  a  mineral  such  as  to  except  the  land  from  the 
grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  by  virtue  of  its  indemnity  selection. 

It  was  also  agreed  in  the  same  writing,  that  the  testimony,  as  taken, 
should  be  considered  only  upon  the  question  as  to  the  value  of  the  land 
on  account  of  the  marble  it  contains,  and  as  to  whether  marble  is  a 
mineral  within  the  meaning  of  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company;  and 
it  was  fiirther  stated  that  this  stipulation  and  agreement  should  apply 
to  the  State  of  Washington,  and  that  its  protest  should  be  merged 
with  that  of  the  railroad  company,  and  be  heard  as  one  case  on  appeal. 

The  local  officers  held  the  land  in  question  to  be  mineral  in  character, 
and  that  by  i  eason  thereof,  the  portions  situated  in  sections  15  and  21, 
were  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company,  and  the  portion 
situated  in  section  16,  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  State. 

Both  the  railroad  company  and  the  State  appealed. 

On  August  13, 1896,  your  office,  aft^r  observing  that  under  the  pre- 
vious rulings  and  decisions  of  the  Land  Department,  public  lands 
chiefly  valuable  for  the  deposits  of  marble  therein,  had  been  held  sub- 
ject to  entry  ander  tlie  mining  laws,  but  that  the  question  here  involved 
was  whether  or  not  such  lands  passed  to  the  railroad  company  and  the 
State  under  their  respective  grants,  held,  (1)  that  the  portions  of  the 
land  in  question  embraced  in  sections  15  and  21,  were  not  excepted  from 
the  railroad  company's  grant,  (2)  that  the  portion  thereof  embraced  in 
section  16,  was  not  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  State,  and  (3)  that 
the  application  of  the  mineral  claimant  should,  therefore,  be  canceled. 

The  mineral  claimant  has  appealed  to  the  Department.  Several 
errors  are  assigned,  but  they  need  not  be  here  set  out  in  detail.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that,  in  substance,  they  attack  and  put  squarely  in 
issue  the  correctness  of  the  several  holdings  of  your  said  office  decisioo. 

The  importance  of  the  questions  involved  is  conceded  by  all  parties, 
and  in  view  thereof,  upon  request  of  the  mineral  claimant,  concurred  in 
by  the  railroad  company,  and  not  objected  to  by  the  State,  the  case 
has  been  advanced  from  its  regular  order  and  made  special. 

All  questions  of  fact  are  settled  by  the  stipulation,  and  by  the  evi- 
dence introduced  before  it  was  entered  into.  The  stipulation  shows 
the  land  to  be  non-agricultural,  and  valuable  only  for  the  marble  it 
contains.    The  evidence  shows  that  the  marble  is  of  a  superior  quality, 
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snsceptible  of  a  high  polish,  and  osefnl  for  ornamental  purposes.  The 
deposit  is  represented  as  very  extensive. 

The  case  has  been  elaborately  and  ably  ar^ned  by  coansel  for  the 
contending  parties,  both  orally  and  by  printed  briefs.  In  view  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  interests  at  stake,  and  the  importance  of  the  ques- 
tions  involved,  it  has  been  given  the  most  careful  and  painstaking 
consideration. 

Briefly  stated,  the  issue  presented  is,  whether  lands  chiefly  valuable 
on  account  of  the  deposits  of  marble  they  contain,  are  embraced  by 
the  terms  ^^  mineral  lands,"  and  ^^  lands  valuable  for  minerals,"  as  those 
terms  are  used,  respectively,  in  the  aforesaid  granting  acts,  and  in  the 
mining  statutes  of  the  United  States.  If  such  lands  are  so  embraced, 
then  your  office  decision  is  wrong,  and  should  be  reversed;  if  not,  that 
decision  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 

The  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  is  of  "every 
alternate  section  of  public  land,  not  mineral,"  within  certain  prescribed 
limits,  and  with  stated  provision  for  indemnity  for  losses  in  place  limits. 

The  grant  contains  several  provisos,  among  which,  as  pertinent  to 
the  issue  here  involved,  are  the  following: 

Provided  further:  That  all  mineral  lauds  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  excluded 
from  the  operations  of  this  act,  and  in  lien  thereof  a  like  quantity  of  unoccupied 
and  unappropriated  agricultural  lauds,  in  odd-numbered  sections,  nearest  the  line  of 
said  road,  may  be  selected  as  above  provided : 

And  provided  further:  That  the  word  ''mineral^''  when  it  occurs  in  this  act,  shall 
not  be  held  to  include  iron  or  coal. 

The  grant  to  the  State,  for  school  purposes,  is  of  ^^  Sections  numbered 
sixteen  and  thirty-six  in  every  township,"  with  the  express  provision 
<<that  all  mineral  lands  shall  be  exempted"  therefrom.  Ample  pro- 
vision for  indemnity  is  made,  in  the  grant  to  the  State,  for  losses  on 
account  of  mineral  lands. 

The  mining  statutes,  as  originally  enacted,  are  found  in  the  several 
acts  of  July  4, 1866  (14  Stat.,  86-6),  July  26, 1866  (Id.,  261-2),  July  9, 
1870  (16  Stat.,  217),  May  10,  1872  (17  Stat.,  91-2),  February  18,  1873 
(17  Stat.,  465),  and  March  3, 1873  (Id.,  607).  The  various  provisions  of 
these  several  acts,  as  at  present  codified,  are  embodied,  under  the  head 
of  ^'Mineral  Lands  and  Mining  Besources,"  in  the  Revised  Statutes, 
sections  2318  to  2362,  inclusive,  except  section  2346,  which  need  not  be 
herein  referred  to.  The  particular  provisions  important  to  here  note, 
are  as  follows: 

Section  2318  provides  that — 

In  all  cases  lands  valuable  for  minerals  shall  be  reserved  from  sale,  except  as  other- 
wise expressly  directed  by  law. 

Section  2319  provides  that — 

All  valuable  mineral  deposits  in  lands  belonging  to  the  United  States,  both  sur- 
veyed and  nnsnrveyed^  are  hereby  declared  to  be  free  and  open  to  exploration  aiMl 
purchase  ....  under  regulations  prescribed  by  law,  and  according  to  the  local  cus- 
toms or  rules  of  miners  in  the  several  mining  districts,  so  far  as  the  same  are  appli- 
eable  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
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Sections  2320  to  2324,  inclusivey  prescribe  certain  rules  and  regola- 
tions  to  govern  the  location  of— 

Mining  claims  npon  yeins  or  lodes  of  qnartK  or  other  rock  in  place  bearing  gold« 
silrer,  cinnabar,  lead,  tin,  copper,  or  other  yalaable  deposits. 

Sections  2325  to  2328,  inclnsive,  provide  the  manner  of  obtaining  title 
from  the  government  for  lands  ^^  claimed  and  located  for  valuable 
deposits"  under  the  preceding  sections. 

By  section  2329  it  is  provided  that — 

Claims  nsnally  called  "  placers/'  inclnding  all  forms  of  deposit,  excepting  veins 
of  quartz,  or  other  rook  in  place,  shall  be  subject  to  entry  and  patch t,  nnder  like 
circumstances  and  conditions,  and  npon  similar  proceedings,  as  are  provided  for 
vein  or  lode  claims. 

The  succeeding  sections  contain  nothing  which  is  necessary  to  be 
noted  in  this  discussion. 

Briefly  summarized,  the  contention  of  the  railroad  company  is,  that 
the  term  ^^  mineral  lands,"  as  used  in  its  grant  of  1864,  and  in  other 
railroad  land  grants,  as  well  as  the  terms,  ^^  lands  valuable  for  min- 
erals," and  ^^  valuable  mineral  deposits,"  as  used  in  the  mining  laws, 
were  intended  to  include  only  minerals  of  the  metallic  class;  that  the 
term  << mineral  lands"  as  used  in  its  said  grant  should  be  construed  as 
excluding  therefrom  only  lands  containing  valuable  metalliferous 
deposits;  and  that  as  marble  is  not  such  a  deposit,  lands  containing 
it,  though  chiefly  valuable  on  account  thereof,  are  not  excepted  from 
its  grant.  The  State  takes  a  similar  position  with  reference  to  its 
grant. 

This  position  is  squarely  attacked  by  the  mineral  claimant.  Its  con- 
tention is  that  the  value,  and  not  the  Jcind  of  any  given  mineral  deposit, 
is  the  controlling  key,  which  is  to  determine  the  question  whether  the 
lands  containing  such  dex>osit  are  included  within  the  meaning  of  the 
terms,  ^Mands  valuable  for  minerals,"  '<  valuable  mineral  deposits,"  and 
^<  minerals  lands,"  as  used,  as  aforesaid. 

The  railroad  company's  contention  is  predicated  upon  the  theory  that 
the  ordinary  and  accepted  meaning  of  the  term  << mineral",  as  used  in 
America,  and  particularly  in  land  legislation,  prior  to  and  at  the  date 
of  its  grant  of  July  2, 1864,  did  not  include  any  mineral  deposits  except 
those  of  the  metallic  class,  and  that  therefore  Congress  in  making  its 
grant  did  not  intend,  by  the  use  therein  of  the  term  ^'mineral  lands", 
to  exclude  therefrom  any  lauds  except  those  containing  metallic  min- 
erals; that  there  is  nothing  in  the  mining  statutes  to  indicate  that 
Congress  used  the  terms,  ^Uands  valuable  for  minerals"  and  ^^  valuable 
mineral  deposits",  as  therein  stated,  in  any  larger  or  more  comprehen- 
sive sense  than  is  indicated  by  the  use  of  the  term  ''mineral  lands"  in 
its  said  grant;  that  section  2329,  which  provides  for  the  entry  and 
patent  of  ''claims  usually  called  placers,  including  all  forms  of  deposit, 
excepting  veins  of  quartz,  or  other  rock  in  place,"  was  intended  to 
include  only  such  claims  as  contain  auriferous  deposits;  and  that  it 
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was  not  tbe  purpose  of  auy  sabseqiient  legislation  to  in  anywise  enlarge 
the  meaning  of  the  term  ^'mineral  lands"  as  used  in  its  grant. 

By  tbe  pre-emption  act  of  September  4, 1841  (5  Stat.,  453-6),  pro- 
visions were  made  for  the  entry  and  purchase  of  the  vacant  public 
lands,  but  it  was  further  provided  that  no  lands  on  which  were  situated 
*< known  salines  or  mines",  should  be  subject  to  entry  or  sale  thereunder. 
It  is  contended  that  ^<  what  Congress  meant  in  this  act  by  the  term 
^mines'  must  be  gathered  from  the  preceding  uniform  policy  as  set  forth 
iu  the  legislation"  on  the  subject  of  mineral  in  the  public  lands;  and  it 
is  claimed  that  such  policy  is  distinctly  indicated  by  the  preceding 
legislation  which  reserved  to  the  United  States,  ^Mead  mines  and  salt 
springs,  absolutely,  and  a  one-third  part  of  all  gold,  silver,  lead,  and 
copper  mines,"  or,  excepting  salt  springs,  minerals  of  the  metallic  class 
only.  This  preceding  legislation  is  referred  to  as  being  embodied  in  a 
certain  ordinance  of  the  Congress  sitting  under  the  Articles  of  Confed- 
eration, passed  May  20, 1785,  and  in  certain  acts  of  the  Congress  under 
the  Constitution,  passed  at  various  times,  down  to  and  including  the 
year  1816. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  in  the  act  of  July  1, 1864  (13  Stat., 
34^3),  providing  for  the  disposal  of  coal  lands  in  the  public  domain. 
Congress  gave,  on  this  point,  its  own  definition  of  the  term  ^' mines"  as 
used  in  the  former  pre-emption  act,  by  declaring  that — 

Any  tracts  embraoing  ooal-beds  or  ooal-fields,  oonstitatuig  ])ortionB  of  the  public 
domain,  and  which,  as  **  mines  "  are  ezcladed  firom  the  pre-emption  act  of  eighteen 
handred  and  forty-one, 

might  be  sold  under  the  terms  therein  prescribed. 

Coal  is  a  non-metallic  mineral,  and  we  have  here  an  express  declara- 
tion of  Congress  that  the  same  is  included  within  the  meaning  of  the 
stated  exception  from  said  pre  emption  act. 

In  the  case  of  Mullan  v.  United  States  (118  IT.  S.,  271)  the  question 
was,  whether  coal  lands  are  mineral  lands  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statutes  regulating  the  disposition  of  the  public  domain.  The  court, 
after  referring  to  the  pre  emption  act  of  1841.  and  the  coal  act  of  July 
1, 1864,  said,  of  the  provision  herein  above  quoted  from  the  latter  act: 

This  is  clearly  a  legislative  declaration  that '' known '^  coal  lands  were  mineral 
lands  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  nsed  in  statutes  regulating  the  pnblfo 
lands,  nnlesa  a  contrary  intention  of  Congress  was  clearly  manifested. 

Here  we  have  both  a  legislative  declaration,  and  the  highest  judicial 
determination,  that  the  term  ^'mineral  lands"  in  the  public  land  laws 
does  include  minerals  other  than  those  of  the  metallic  class. 

It  was  held  by  Attorney  General  Williams,  in  an  opinion  under  date 
of  August  31, 1872,  given  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
that  diamonds  are  embraced  by  the  term  "valuable  mineral  deposits", 
as  used  in  the  act  of  May  10,  1872.  He  refers  also  to  the  act  of  July  26, 
1866,  and  expresses  the  opinion  that  "these  acts  ought  to  be  most  lib- 
eraUy  construed,  so  as  to  facilitate  the  sale"  of  the  mineral  lands  of  the 
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pablic  domain  (14  Op.  A.  G.,  115).  These  views  were  concnrred  in  and 
adopted  as  the  guide  for  official  action  in  like  cases,  by  Acting  Secre- 
tary Smith,  in  a  communication  addressed  to  Commissioner  Dnimmond 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  dated  September  3,  1872  (Oopp's  Mineral 
Lands,  119). 

In  a  general  circular  issued  under  the  mining  laws,  dated  July  15, 
1873,  Commissioner  Drummond,  speaking  upon  the  subject  of  what 
constitutes  ^<  a  valuable  mineral  deposit,"  said: 

That  whatever  is  recognized  as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  authorities  on  the  snb- 
jeoty  where  the  same  is  found  in  quantity  and  quality  to  render  the  land  sought  to 
be  patented  more  valuable  on  this  account  than  for  purposes  of  agriculture,  should 
be  treated  by  this  office  as  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  mining  act  of  May  10, 
1872. 

It  was  further  stated: 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  so  comprehensive^  and  capable  of  such  liberal  con- 
struction, that  I  cannot  avoid  the  conclusion  that  Congress  intended  it  as  a  general 
mining  law,  ''to  promote  the  development  of  the  mining  resources  of  the  United 
States/'  and  to  afford  a  method  whereby  parties  holding  the  possessory  right  under 
local  laws  and  regulations  could  secure  title  to  tracts  containing  valuable  accretions 
or  deposits  of  mineral  substances,  except  when  a  special  law  might  intervene,  reserv- 
ing from  sale,  or  regulating  the  disposal  of  particularly  specified  mineral-bearing 
lands. 

In  answer  to  inquiries,  the  consideration  of  which  gave  rise  to  the 
circular,  it  was  further  said: 

I  therefore  reply  that  lauds  valuable  on  account  of  borax,  carbonate  of  soda, 
nitrate  of  soda,  sulphur,  alum,  and  asphalt,  as  well  as  "all  valuable  mineral 
deposits,"  may  be  applied  for  and  patented  under  the  provisions  of  the  mining  act 
of  May  10,  1872  (Copp's  Mineral  Lands,  61-2). 

It  is  proper  to  observe  in  this  connection,  that  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  this  circular,  a  special  statute  had  been  enacted  regulating  the  dis- 
posal of  coal  lands  (Act  of  July  1, 1864,  8upra)j  and  that  the  uniform 
policy  of  the  government  had  been  to  reserve  salt  lands  and  salt 
springs  from  sale,  absolutely.  (See  Morton  v.  Nebraska,  21  Wall., 
660,  and  the  yarious  acts  of  Congress  therein  referred  to;  Hall  r. 
Litchfield,  Copp's  Mineral  Lands,  321;  Salt  Bluff  Placer,  7  L,D.,  549.) 
These  things  were  doubtless  in  the  mind  of  the  Oommissioner  at  the 
time,  and  they  furnish  an  explanation  of  the  exceptions  noted  in  said 
circular. 

Following  this  circular,  Oommissioner  Drummond,  on  July  20, 1873, 
held  that  lands  more  valuable  on  account  of  deposits  of  iron  ore,  than 
for  agricultural  purposes,  were  subject  to  disposal  under  the  provisions 
of  the  mining  laws.    (Oopp's  Mining  Decisions,  214.) 

On  January  30,  1875,  it  was  held  by  Oommissioner  Burdett,  that 
lands  containing  valuable  deposits  of  umber,  or  of  petroleum,  were  sub- 
ject to  entry  under  the  mining  laws.  (Sickles'  Mining  Laws,  491).  And 
on  June  28th  following,  it  was  held  by  the  same  Oommissioner,  that 
lands  more  valuable  for  deposits  of  limestone,  or  marble,  than  for  pur- 
poses of  agriculture,  and  lands  containing  valuable  deposits  of  kaolin, 
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are  subject  to  disi>osal  under  the  mining  acts.  (Gopp's  Mining  Lands, 
194.) 

It  was  also  held  by  Oomniissioner  McFarland,  on  March  31, 1882,  that 
lands  containing  deposits  of  petroleum  ''are  subject  to  entry  and  dis- 
posal according  to  the  law  and  regulations  relating  to  placer  claims" 
(9  O.  L.  O.,  51).  And  by  the  same  Gommissioner,  in  the  case  of  Mon- 
tague V.  Dobbs  (9  G.  L.  O.,  165, 1882),  it  was  further  held  that  veins  of 
clay  and  other  non-metalliferous  mineral  substances  are  subject  to  loca- 
tion as  placers;  also  building  stone,  in  the  case  of  H.  P.  Bennett  Jr. 
(1884,  3  L.  D.,  116). 

The  case  of  W.  H.  Hooper  (1  L.  D.,  560, 1881)  involved  the  question 
whether  gypsum  is  a  mineral  within  the  meaning  of  the  mining  laws. 
In  disposing  of  the  case  Secretary  Eirkwood  referred  to  and  concurred 
in  the  views  expressed  in  the  circular  of  July  15, 1873,  namely: 

That  whatever  is  recognized  as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  anthorities  on  the  sub- 
ject, when  the  same  is  found  in  quantity  and  quality  to  render  the  land  sought  to  be 
patented  more  yalnable  on  this  account  than  for  purposes  of  agriculture,  should  be 
treated  as  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  mining  act  of  1872. 

No  proof  having  been  introduced  to  show  the  comparative  value  of 
the  particular  tract  involved,  for  mineral  or  agricultural  purx>ose8,  an 
investigation,  in  that  respect,  was  ordered,  with  the  direction  that  if 
the  land  should  be  found  to  have  greater  value  for  the  former,  i^atent 
should  issue  to  the  mineral  claimant. 

In  a  communication  by  Secretary  Teller  to  Gommissioner  McFarland, 
under  date  of  January  30, 1883,  it  was  directed  that  ^'  public  lands  con- 
taining valuable  deposits  of  borax,  the  carbonate  and  nitrate  of  soda, 
sulphur,  alum,  and  asphalt,"  when  shown  to  be  valuable  only  on  account 
of  such  deposits,  should  be  enterable  under  the  mining  laws  (1  L.  D., 
561). 

Following  this,  on  April  16, 1883,  in  the  case  of  Maxwell  v.  Brierly 
(10  G*  L.  O.,  50),  Secretary  Teller,  after  referring  with  approval  to  the 
circular  of  July  15, 1873,  held  that  lands  containing  deposits  of  <^  gypsum 
and  limestone  .  .  .  asphaltnm,  borax,  auriferous  cement,  fire-clay, 
kaolin,  mic>a,  marble,  petroleum,  slate,  and  other  substances,"  are  sub- 
ject to  the  operation  of  the  mining  laws,  when  shown  to  be  more  valu- 
able on  account  of  such  deposits  than  for  agricultural  purposes.  (See 
also  1  Brainard's  Legal  Free.,  98).  And  in  the  case  of  The  Dobbs 
Flacer  Mine  (1  L.  D.,  565-9, 1883),  the  same  Secretary  held  that  "  fire- 
clay or  kaolin,  in  the  manner  in  which  it  exists  as  a  deposit,  is  properly 
the  subject  of  a  placer  location." 

Such  are  some  of  the  rulings  and  decisions  of  the  Land  Department, 
made  shortly  after  the  mineral  land  laws  became  a  part  of  the  public 
land  system,  and  by  the  officers  of  the  government  charged  with  their 
administration;  and  as  contemporaneous  and  uniform  interpretation, 
they  are  entitled  to  great  weight. 

These  and  other  rulings  on  the  subject,  with  few  exceptions,  have 
been  consistently  and  uniformly  to  the  effect  that  the  mining  laws 
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embrace  not  ouly  lands  containing  metallic  minerals,  but  all  vahiable 
mineral  deposits  of  whatever  kind  or  natnre — whether  metalliferons  or 
fossiliferous — wherever  the  lands  containing  them  are  shown  to  be  more 
valuable  on  account  thereof,  than  for  agricultural  purposes.  The  value 
of  the  mineral  deposit,  rather  than  its  kind,  appears  to  have  been  the 
controlling  factor  in  determining  whether  the  lands  containing  it  were 
subject  to  entry  and  patent  under  the  mining  laws. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  permissible  to  refer  to  some  legislation  on  the 
subject,  since  the  act  of  May  10, 1872. 

By  act  of  February  18, 1873  (17  Stat,  466),  "deposits  or  mines  of 
iron  and  coal,"  in  the  States  of  Michigan,  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota, 
were  expressly  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  act  of  May  10, 1872, 
and  lands  containing  such  deposits  were  declared  subject  to  sale  and 
purchase  according  to  legal  subdivisions,  as  before  the  passage  of  tlie 
act  of  1872.  The  act  of  1873  would  have  been  wholly  unnecessary  to 
accomplish  the  exclusion  stated  as  to  coal,  if  it  were  true  that  the  act 
of  1872  was  not  intended  to  embrace  any  minerals  except  those  of  the 
metallic  class. 

By  the  act  of  May  5, 1876  (19  Stat.,  62),  it  was  declared  that  "de- 
posits  of  coal,  iron,  lead,  or  other  mineral,"  within  the  States  of  Mis- 
souri and  Kansas,  should  be  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  act  of 
May  10, 1872,  and  all  lands  in  said  States  were  made  subject  to  dis- 
posal as  agricultural  lands.  Here  non-metallic  minerals  are  also 
referred  to,  and  what  has  been  said  of  the  act  of  February  18, 1873, 
applies  equally  to  this. 

The  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  89),  provided  for  the  sale  of  lands 
chiefly  valuable  for  timber  or  stone,  in  certain  States  and  Territories, 
but  declared  that  nothing  therein  contained  should  "  authorize  the  sale 
of  any  mining  claim  ...  or  lands  containing  gold,  silver,  cinna- 
bar, copper,  or  coal."  Both  classes  of  minerals  are  again  specitically 
mentioned,  the  metalliferous  and  non  metalliferous  being  absociated 
together  and  placed  upon  an  equality. 

By  the  act  of  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat.,  487),  it  was  declared: 

That  within  the  State  of  Alabama,  all  pablic  lauds,  whether  mineral  or  otherwise, 
shall  be  snbjeot  to  disposal  only  as  agricaltural  lands :  Provided  hotoever,  That  all 
lands  which  have  heretofore  been  reported  to  the  General  Land  Office  as  containing 
coal  and  iron,  shall  first  be  offered  at  public  sale. 

Here  the  mention  of  coal,  a  non-metalliferous  mineral,  is  again  closely 
associated  with  iron,  a  metalliferous  mineral,  and  both  are  named  in 
connection  with  mineral  lands. 

The  following  are  some  of  the  more  important  recent  decisions  of 
this  Department  on  the  subject. 

Oonlin  v.  Kelly  (12  L.  D.,  1—1891).  In  this  case  it  was  held  that 
stone  useful  only  for  general  building  i)urp()ses  is  not  subject  to  appro- 
priation under  the  mining  laws.    It  was  further  stated,  however,  that — 

The  stone  in  the  tract  in  controversy  has  no  peculiar  property  or  characteristic 
that  gives  it  especial  value,  snch  as  attaches  to  gypsum,  limestone,  mica,  marble, 
■late,  asphaltum,  borax,  anriferons  cement^  fire-clay,  kaolin  or  petroleum. 
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McGlenn  v.  Wieubroeer  (15  L.  D.,  370—1892).  Here  the  decision  was 
that  lands  containing  a  valuable  deposit  of  stone,  useful  for  special 
purposes,  may  be  entered  as  a  placer  claim;  and  the  case  of  Conlin  v, 
Kelly  was  distinguished. 

Van  Doren  v.  Plested  (16  L.  D.,  508—1893).  In  this  case  it  was  held 
(syllabus)  that — 

Land  oontaining  a  deposit  of  sandstone  of  a  superior  quality  for  building  and 
ornamental  parposes,  and  valuable  only  as  a  stone  quarry,  may  be  entered  as  a 
placer  claim  under  the  general  mining  laws. 

Hayden  ff.  Jamison  (Id.,  537)  and  Clark  v.  Erwin  (Id.,  122)  were  cases 
similar  to  that  of  Conlin  v.  Kelly,  supra. 

In  Shepherd  v.  Bird  (17  L.  D.,  82—1893)  it  was  held  that  lands  con- 
taining stone  suitable  for  making  lime,  might  properly  be  entered  as  a 
placer  claim,  or  purchased  under  the  timber  and  stone  act  of  June  3, 
1878. 

In  Gary  v.  Todd  (18  L.  D.,  58—1894)  it  was  held  that  lands  chiefly 
valuable  for  phosphate  deposits  were  mineral  lands  and  not  subject  to 
entry  under  the  homestead  laws. 

These  decisions,  as  a  rule,  do  not  vary  materially,  if  at  all,  from  the 
earlier  rulings  and  decisions  of  the  Land  Department  on  the  subject. 
On  the  contrary,  they  show  a  practically  uniform  adherence  to  the  rule 
originally  announced  in  the  circular  of  July  15,  1873,  hereinbefore 
referred  to.  They  are  generally  to  the  efiect  that  lands  chiefly  valuable 
for  mineral  deposits,  of  whatever  kind  or  nature,  may  be  properly  dis- 
X>o8ed  of  under  the  mining  laws. 

In  the  case  of  Freezer  v,  Sweeney  (21  Pac.  Bep.,  20)  the  supreme  court 
of  Montana  (1889),  referring  to  certain  adjudications  of  the  Land  Depart- 
ment on  the  subject,  held  that  a  stone  quarry  may  be  located  and  pat- 
ented as  a  placer  claim.  In  its  opinion  the  court  refers  to  section  2329 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  says: 

This  section  extends  and  enlarges  the  signification  commonly  given  to  ''placer 
claims/'  and  makes  snch  location's  inclnde  all  forms  of  deposit,  excepting  quartz  veins 
or  other  rook  in  place.  The  officers  of  the  Land  Department  have  construed  it  as 
emhraoing  quarries  of  rock  valuahle  for  huilding  purposes^  as  already  stated,  and  we 
do  not  donbt  the  correctness  of  this  construction. 

The  contrary  view  was  taken,  however,  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  at  a  later  date,  in  the  case  of  Wheeler  v.  Smith 
(32  Pac.  Rep.,  784).  These  are  the  only  cases  cited  from  the  courts 
which  discuss  or  attempt  to  determine  whether  non-metallic  minerals 
are  minerals  within  the  meaning  of  that  word  as  employed  in  the  stat- 
utes relating  to  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands. 

The  interpretation  thus  shown  to  have  been  adopted  at  an  early  date 
by  the  Land  Department,  and  followed  with  practical  uniformity  for 
over  twenty  years,  is  attacked  as  beiug  obnoxious  to  well  established 
rules  of  construction.  It  is  insisted  that  the  particular  and  specific 
words,  "gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  lead,  tin,  copper,'^  as  used  in  section  2320 
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of  the  Eeyised  Statutes,  mast  be  considered  as  furnishing  a  guide  to, 
and  placing  a  limitation  upon  the  meaning  to  be  given  the  general 
words  which  immediately  follow,  and  that  in  view  thereof  the  general 
words  must  be  held  to  include  only  deposits  of  the  same  kind  or  nature 
as  those  designated  by  the  preceding  particular  words — that  is,  mineral 
deposits  of  the  kind  or  nature  ejtisdeni  generis  with  gold,  silver,  cinna- 
bar, lead,  tin,  or  copper— or,  in  other  words,  metalliferous  ore.  The 
same  position  is  taken  with  reference  to  section  2329.  The  specific 
word  there  is,  ^'  placers.''  That  word,  it  is  said,  should  be  restricted  to 
its  technical  meaning — ^places  where  gold  is  found — and  further,  that 
the  general  words — ^^ including  all  forms  of  deposit" — which  follow, 
must  be  held,  under  the  rule,  to  include  only  the  difiTerent  forms  of 
placer  gold  deposits. 

The  Department  is  not  unaware  of  the  well  settled  rule  of  statutory 
construction  upon  which  this  contention  is  sought  to  be  based,  namely: 
That  general  words  which  follow  particular  and  specific  words  of  the 
same  kind  or  nature,  take  their  meaning  from  the  particular  and  specific 
words,  and  are  generally  presumed  to  be  restricted  to  the  same  genus 
as  those  words,  and  as  comprehending  only  things  of  the  same  kind  as 
those  designated  by  them;  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  this  rule 
has  its  proper  application  only  in  ca^es  where  there  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  tending  to  show  that  a  wider  and  more  comprehensive  meaning 
was  intended  by  the  use  of  the  general  words.  If,  therefore,  siud  sec- 
tions 2320  and  2329,  only,  were  to  be  construed,  and  that,  independently 
of  anything  outside  of  them,  as  though  standing  by  themselves;  or,  if 
the  act  as  a  whole  contained  nothing  of  a  nature  purporting  to  show 
that  the  general  words  used  in  said  sections  were  intended  in  a  larger 
sense  than  the  specific  words  indicate;  then  the  present  case  might  be 
considered  such  an  one  as  to  justify  the  application  of  the  rule. 

The  sections  named,  however,  are  not  to  be  construed  by  themselves. 
The  whole  act  is  to  be  looked  to,  and  its  general  pi^rpose  ascertained, 
in  order  to  properly  determine  the  meaning  of  its  several  provisions, 
and  the  different  sections  are  to  be  construed  as  parts  of  one  general 
statute.  Thus  looking  at  the  act,  we  find  its  general  purpose  stated  in 
section  2319  (Sec.  1,  Act  of  1872)  in  the  broad  declaration  that — 

All  yahiable  miDeral  deposits  in  lands  belonging  to  the  United  States,  both  sur- 
veyed and  un surveyed,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  free  and  open  to  exploration  and 
purchase;  and  the  lands  in  which  they  are  fonnd,  to  occapation  and  pnrchaaey  by 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  etc. 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  there  is  no  limitation  or  restriction  as 
to  the  kind  or  class  of  mineral  deposits  which  are  thus  made  subject  to 
exploration  and  purchase.  The  invitation  is  to  explore  and  purchase 
'^  all  valuable  mineral  deposits  "  in  the  public  lands,  and  to  occupy  and 
purchase  the  lands  in  which  they  may  be  found.  Broader,  or  more 
comprehensive  language  could  hardly  have  been  used.  Wherever  min- 
eral deposits  are  found  in  the  public  lands,  they  are  declared  to  be  free 
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and  open  to  exploration  and  purchase,  with  only  one  qualification — they 
mast  be  valuable  mineral  deposits. 

Then  follow  certain  provisions  for  the  acquisition  of  title  from  the 
government  to  mining  claims,  once  discovered  and  properly  located, 
whether  they  be  ^^  upon  veins  or  lodes  of  quartz  or  other  rock  in  place 
bearing  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  lead,  tin,  copper,  or  other  valuable 
deposits,"  (Sec.  2320),  or  whether  they  be  <<  claims  usually  called  <  plac- 
ers', including  all  forms  of  deposit,  excepting  veins  of  quartz,  or  other 
rock  in  place,''  (Sec.  2329). 

Ifow,  coming  again  to  the  general  words  '^  or  other  valuable  depos- 
its," as  used  in  section  2329,  with  reference  to  vein  or  lode  claims,  and 
the  words  << including  all  forms  of  deposit,"  as  used  in  section  2329, 
with  reference  to  claims  usually  called  ^'  placers  ",  and  construing  them 
in  the  light  of  the  declared  general  purpose  of  the  act,  as  a  whole,  as 
specifically  indicated  in  sections  2318  and  2319,  the  conclusion  seems 
irresistible  that  the  general  words  in  question,  as  used  in  both  instances, 
depend  for  their  meaning,  not  only  upon  the  specific  words  which  they 
follow,  bat  depend  also  upon  and  draw  from  the  larger  and  more  com- 
prehensive expressions — ^'  all  valuable  mineral  deposits,"  as  used  in 
section  2319,  and  ^' lands  valuable  for  minerals",  as  used  in  section  2318. 
Looking,  then,  to  both  the  sources  stated  for  the  guide  to  the  meaning 
of  the  general  words,  the  further  conclusion  seems  equally  irresistible 
that  in  the  first  instance  (Sec.  2320)  they  were  intended  to  include  other 
valuable  mineral  deposits,  of  whatever  kind,  if  in  the  form  of  veins  or 
lodes  of  quartz^  or  other  rock  in  place,  while  in  the  second  (Sec.  2329), 
tbey  were  intended  to  include  all  forms  of  mineral  deposit,  of  whatever 
kind  or  nature — whether  metallic  or  otherwise — excepting  veins  oi quartz 
or  other  rock  in  phwe. 

Such  seems  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  construction  of  the  sections 
in  qnestion,  and  in  my  judgment,  is  the  only  one  that  accords  with  the 
manifest  purpose  of  the  act  as  a  whole,  which  was,  as  we  have  seen, 
the  adoption  of  a  general  scheme  or  system  for  the  development  of  the 
mineral  resources  of  the  country.  The  larger  and  more  comprehensive 
provisions  of  both  sections  2318  and  2319,  must  be  given  reasonable 
effect  and  operation — they  cannot  be  ignored — and  the  Department  is 
not  aware  of  any  rule  of  construction  requiring  that  the  specific  desig- 
nations used  in  the  succeeding  sections,  shall  operate  to  restrict  or  limit 
the  meaning  and  effect  of  such  larger  provisions.  Furthermore,  if  the 
rule  of  ejusdem  generis  were  held  to  apply,  and  the  construction  con- 
tended for  adopted,  the  result  would  be  equivalent  to  saying  that  Con- 
gress,  after  having  declared  that  <^all  valuable  mineral  deposits"  in 
the  public  lands,  without  reservation  or  restriction  as  to  kind  or  nature, 
shall  be  free  and  open  to  exploration  and  purcliase,  has  provided  a 
means  for  the  purchase  only  of  a  certain  class  (the  metallic)  of  such 
valuable  mineral  deposits.     Such  a  construction  would  reduce  the 
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statnte  to  an  absurdity.  This  would  fdrnish  a  sufficient  reason  for  its 
rejection  if  there  were  no  other. 

Ever  since  the  enactment  of  the  mining  laws,  however,  as  has  been 
shown,  the  construction  by  the  Land  Department,  with  practical  uni- 
formity, has  been  the  other  way.  The  more  liberal  view  was  early 
adopted  and  has  since  prevailed  to  the  extent  that  many  titles  to  lands 
patented  as  mineral,  though  of  the  non-metallic  class,  are  now  depend- 
ing upon  it.  This  view  having  been  generally  accepted  for  so  long  a 
time,  and  property  rights  having  grown  up  under  it,  there  should  be, 
in  my  judgment,  the  clearest  evidence  of  error,  as  well  as  very  strong 
reasons  of  policy  and  justice  controlling,  before  there  should  be  a 
departure  from  it. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Moore  (95  H.  S.,  760-^)  the  supreme 
court  said : 

The  coustraction  given  to  a  statnte  by  those  charged  with  the  duty  of  execating 
it  is  always  entitled  to  the  most  respectful  oonsiderationj  and  ought  not  to  be  over- 
ruled without  cogent  reasons. 

And  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Brown  v.  United  States  (113  IT.  S., 
668-71)  it  was  held  by  the  same  court,  citing  Edwards  v.  Darby  (12 
Wheat.,  206),  that-^ 

in  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  and  ambiguous  law,  the  contemporaneous  con- 
struction of  those  who  are  called  upon  to  act  under  the  law,  and  were  appointed  to 
carry  its  provisions  into  effect,  is  entitled  to  great  respect. 

These  authorities  are  especially  appropriate  here,  and  in  my  judg- 
ment should  be  regarded  as  of  controlling  weight  in  support  of  the 
construction  which  has  heretofore  prevailed. 

It  may  be  well  to  note  in  this  connection,  that  soon  after  the  decision 
in  tlie  case  of  Conlin  v.  Kelley,  supra^  wherein  lands  containing  stone, 
useful  only  for  building  purposes,  were  held  not  subject  to  the  opera- 
tion of  the  mining  laws.  Congress,  by  act  of  August  4, 1892  (27  Stat. 
348),  especially  declared  that  lands  '^  chiefly  valuable  for  building  stone," 
should  be  enterable  '^  under  the  provisions  of  the  law  in  relation  to 
placer  mineral  claims."  It  would  thus  seem  that  Congress  regarded 
even  the  ruling  in  that  case  as  a  departure  from  the  liberal  construc- 
tion theretofore  adopted  by  the  Land  Department,  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  demand  legislative  action  disapproving  the  result  thereof. 

Sufficient  has  been  said  to  show  what  has  been  the  long-continued 
X)ractice  of  the  Land  Department,  and  to  point  out  the  danger  and 
harmful  results  of  a  departure  from  that  practice  at  this  late  day. 
Independently  of  these  things,  however,  it  may  be  added  that  the  con- 
struction, as  an  original  proposition,  appears  to  be  clearly  right.  The 
Department,  therefore,  in  concluding  this  branch  of  the  case,  adheres 
to  the  rule: 

That  whatever  is  recognized  as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  authorities 
on  the  subject,  whether  of  metallic  or  other  snbstanceSi  when  the  same 
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is  found  in  the  public  lands  in  quantity  and  quality  sufficient  to  render 
the  land  more  valuable  on  account  thereof  than  for  agricultural  pur- 
posesy  should  be  treated  as  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  mining 
laws. 

The  lands  here  involved  being  admittedly  of  great  value  for  the 
deposits  of  marble  they  contain,  and  valuable  only  on  account  thereof, 
are  clearly  within  the  meaning  of  tbe  rule  thus  laid  down,  and  must 
therefore  be  held  subject  to  entry  under  the  mining  laws,  unless  it  be 
held  that  mineral  lands  of  such  character  are  not  within  the  exceptions 
from  the  railroad  and  State  grants  in  question. 

This  brings  us  to  the  other  phase  of  the  contention :  That  the  deter- 
mination or  classification  of  lands  as  mineral  within  the  meaning  of  the 
mining  laws,  does  not  furnish  a  guide  for  the  classification  of  lands  as 
mineral  within  the  meaning  of  the  excepting  clause  of  the  grant  of 
July  2, 1864;  in  view  whereof  it  is  insisted  that  though  lands  chiefly 
valuable  for  minerals  of  the  class  other  than  metallic  may  be  subject  to 
entry  in  some  instances  under  the  mining  laws,  yet  no  lands  bat  those 
containing  the  metalliferous  minerals  can  be  held  to  come  within  the 
meaning  of  the  exception  from  said  grant. 

At  the  very  threshold  of  the  discussion  of  this  branch  of  the  case, 
we  are  met  by  the  aforesaid  act  of  July  1, 1864,  passed  the  day  before 
the  grant  to  tbe  railroad  company  was  made,  wherein  it  was  declared 
that  coal — a  non-metallic  mineral — is  within  the  exception  of  mineral 
lands  in  the  pre-emption  act  of  1841,  and  with  the  case  of  MuUan  v. 
United  States,  supra,  holding  that  this  was  a  legislative  declaration  to 
the  effect  that  coal  lands  are  mineral  lands  within  the  meaning  of  that 
term  as  used  in  statutes  regulating  the  public  lands,  unless  a  contrary 
intention  is  clearly  manifest.  This  legislative  interpretation  of  tlie 
woixl  ^^  mines,"  used  in  the  pre-emption  act,  as  including  non-metallic 
minerals,  given  the  day  before  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  was 
made,  is  very  significant,  and  would  seem  to  negative  all  idea  that  Con- 
gress intended  by  the  use,  the  next  day,  of  the  term  "  mineral  lands," 
in  said  grant,  to  include  thereby  only  lands  containing  the  metalliferous 
minerals.  The  larger  and  more  comprehensive  meaning  would  seem 
clearly  to  have  been  intended,  in  the  absence  of  anything  plainly  mani- 
festing a  contrary  purpose. 

Again,  the  proviso  in  the  excepting  clause  of  the  company's  grant, 
that  the  word  << mineral"  when  used  in  the  act  shall  not  be  held  to 
include  eoal  and  iron,  clearly  shows  the  mind  of  Congress  on  the  sub- 
ject. K  the  parpose  had  been  to  except  from  the  grant  only  lands 
valuable  for  metalliferous  minerals,  there  wonld  have  been  no  necessity 
for  said  proviso  as  to  coal ;  and  if  the  exception  of  mineral  land  would 
have  included  coal,  as  must  be  admitted,  there  is  no  apparent  reason 
why  the  exception  may  not  include  any  other  fossiliferous  mineral  sub- 
stance, if  the  lands  containing  it  are  chiefly  valuable  on  that  account. 
The  contention  that  this  would  make  the  exception  co-extensive  with 
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tlie  grant,  is  Tally  answered  by  tlie  condition  that  in  all  cases  the  lands 
must  be  valuable  for  their  minerals,  which,  under  a  long  line  of  decisions, 
has  been  held  to  mean :  chiefly  valnable  for  minerals,  or,  which  is  the 
same  thing,  more  valnable  on  that  account  than  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses. There  is  nothing  in  the  act  making  the  grant  to  this  company, 
nor  in  any  contemporary  legislation  on  the  subject  of  which  the  Depart- 
ment is  aware,  that  clearly  manifests  an  intention  on  the  part  of  Con- 
gress to  restrict  or  limit  the  meaning  of  the  term  '^mineral  lands"  as 
used  in  said  grant  to  metalliferous  minerals  only.  The  same  may  be 
said  of  the  grant  to  the  State. 

In  the  act  of  February  26, 1805,  (28  Stat.  684)  which  provided  for  the 
examination  and  classification,  in  the  States  of  Montana  and  Idaho,  of 
mineral  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  company's  grant  but  excepted 
therefrom  on  account  of  their  mineral  character,  it  was  declared  (Sec- 
tion 3) : 

That  aU  lands  shall  be  cliissified  as  mineral  which  by  reasoD  of  valnable  mineral 
deposits  are  open  to  exploration,  occupation,  and  purchase  under  the  provisions  of 
the  United  States  mining  laws. 

The  act  also  contains  the  proviso  that  the  word  <^  mineral  ^  shall  not 
be  held  to  include  coal  and  iron,  the  same  as  in  the  original  grant 
Here  we  have  what  appears  to  be  a  subsequent  legislative  interpreta- 
tion of  the  meaning  of  the  exception  of  "  mineral  lands  "  from  the  com- 
pany's grant.  It  is,  in  effect,  that  all  lands  which  by  reason  of  valuable 
mineral  deposits  are  open  to  exploration,  occupation,  and  purchase, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  mining  laws,  shall  be  classified  as  "  min- 
eral lands''  within  the  meaning  of  said  exception — ^not  including,  of 
course,  coal  and  iron.  In  view  of  this  interpretation,  it  seems  plain 
that  in  the  mind  of  Congress  the  term  "  mineral  lands,"  as  used  in  said 
grant,  is  the  equivalent  of  the  terms  '<  lands  valuable  for  minerals," 
and  ^<  all  valnable  mineral  deposits,"  as  used  in  the  mining  statutes. 
This  interpretation  is  in  entire  harmony  with  the  contemporaneous  and 
long  continued  construction  by  the  Land  Department. 

The  case  of  Tucker  v,  Florida  liailway  and  !N^avigation  Company 
(19  L.  D.,  414)  is  cited  and  relied  on  as  holding  the  contrary  view.  In 
that  case  the  Department,  after  referring  to  the  exception  of  mineral 
lands  from  the  grants  made  during  the  year  1864,  and  subsequently 
thereto,  and  the  provision  that  the  word  ** mineral"  as  therein  used 
should  not  include  coal  and  iron,  further  said : 

It  would  seem,  therefore;  that  the  word  "  mineral "  is  given  a  limited  constrnc- 
tioUy  and  when  this  fact  is  taken  into  consideration  with  what  has  been  before 
stated  on  the  subject  of  mineral  legislation,  it  would  seem  that  the  purpose  of  the 
word  **  mineral''  as  used  in  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  supra,  was  td  except  from  selec- 
tion, on  account  of  said  act,  those  lauds  containing  valuable  metals,  such  as  gold, 
silver,  cinnabar,  and  copper.  The  word  was  not  used  in  its  broader  sense,  for  the 
greater  part  of  the  earth  contains  mineral  in  some  form,  the  value  of  which  often 
depends  upon  its  location,  or  the  state  of  advancement  of  science  which  makes 
known  its  uses. 
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The  selections  authorized  by  the  act  of  Jime  22, 1874,  were  of  '<  lands 
not  mineral " — ^practically  the  same  exception  as  that  contained  in  the 
Korthem  Pacific  grant.  The  theory  npon  which  the  decision  seems  to 
be  based  is,  in  part  at  least,  that  the  express  exclusion  of  coal  and  iron 
from  the  mineral  exception  in  the  grants  of  1864,  and  subsequent  grants, 
is  an  indication  that  the  word  mineral  was  used  by  Congress  in  a 
restricted  or  limited,  and  not  in  its  broader  sense.  It  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  this  theory  can  be  sustained.  Indeed,  it  would  seem  that 
exactly  the  opposite  view  is  supported  by  sound  reasoning.  The  very 
&Mst  that  the  express  exclusion  of  coal — ^a  non-metallic  mineral — ^from 
the  exception  of  mineral  lands,  was  necessary  in  order  to  exclude  it, 
shows  that  the  word  mineral  was  not  used  in  its  limited  sense,  and  that 
it  was  used  in  that  broader  sense  which  includes  all  mineral  deposits  of 
whatever  kind  or  nature.  There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reasonable 
question  of  the  soundness  of  this  view,  and  it  is  in  exact  accord  with 
the  legislative  interpretation  shown  by  the  act  of  February  26, 1895, 
which  was  passed  after  the  decision  in  the  Tucker  case. 

The  further  argument  that  the  word  was  not  used  in. its  broader 
sense  for  the  reason  that  the  greater  part  of  the  earth  contains  mineral 
in  some  form,  has  been  already  answered  in  the  statement  that  under 
the  law,  in  all  cases,  the  land  must  not  only  contain  mineral  but  must 
be  chiefly  valuable  on  account  of  its  mineral. 

In  view  of  what  has  been  said  on  this  point,  the  Department  is  of 
the  opinion  and  decides: 

That  lands  containing  valuable  mineral  deiK)sits,  whether  of  the  met- 
alliferous or  fossiliferous  class,  of  such  quantity  and  quality  as  to  render 
them  subject  to  entry  under  the  mining  laws — that  is,  where  they  are 
more  valuable  on  account  of  such  mineral  deposits  than  for  agricultural 
purposes—are  '< mineral  lands"  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as 
used  in  the  exception  from  the  grants  to  the  railroad  company  and  to 
the  State. 

As  the  lands  here  in  question  come  clearly  within  the  rule  thus 
announced,  those  portions  thereof  situated  in  sections  15  and  21,  must 
be  held  as  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  I^orthern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  and  its  application  to  select  the  same  will  be  rejected.  That 
portion  in  section  16,  must  be  held  as  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the 
State.  Upon  proper  showing  of  compliance  with  the  mining  laws,  the 
lands  may  be  patented  to  the  mineral  claimant.  Your  office  decision  is 
therefore  reversed. 

The  case  of  Tucker  v.  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation  Company,  and 
all  other  cases  in  conflict  with  the  views  herein  expressed,  are  hereby 
overruled. 


248  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS. 

RAILROAD  ORAirr— ACT  OF  JUNE  22,  1874. 

Oregon  and  California  E.  B.  Go. 

A  deoiflion  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  the  effect  that  upon  relinqnishing  certaim 
lands  a  railroad  company  will  be  entitled  to  select  others  under  the  act  of  June 
22, 1874,  does  not  prevent  departmental  consideration  as  to  the  right  of  the  com- 
pany to  those  relinquished,  when  the  question  of  the  company's  right  under  the 
selection  comes  before  the  Department  for  its  action. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La^d  Office^  Be^tem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  her  9^  1897.  (P.  W.  C.) 

The  Oregon  and  Oalifornia  Railroad  Company  has  appealed  from 
your  office  decision  of  January  17, 1896,  holding  for  cancellation  cer- 
tain selections  made  by  said  company  April  15, 1889,  under  the  act  of 
June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194),  in  lieu  of  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  the  KW. 
i  of  the  SB.  J,  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  31,  T.  17  S.,  E.  1  W., 
Oregon  City  land  district,  Oregon. 

The  tract  made  the  basis  for  the  company's  selection  was  entered 
under  the  homestead  law  July  17, 1865,  which  entry  remained  of  record 
until  caiuseled,  March  26, 1870.  The  grant  under  which  the  company 
claims  was  made  by  the  act  of  July  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  239);  so  that  at 
the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  the  tract  relinquished  by  the  com- 
pany was  appropriated  under  the  entry  of  record,  and  for  that  reason 
excepted  from  the  said  grant.  It  is  urged  by  the  company,  however, 
that  as  its  relinquishment  was  made  upon  the  request  of  your  office,  in 
1870,  its  right  to  make  a  new  selection  under  the  act  of  1874  attached, 
and  no  change  of  rule,  affecting  the  question  as  to  the  company's  right  to 
the  land  relinquished,  could  affect  its  right  to  make  such  lien  selection. 

At  the  time  the  company  relinquished,  it  was  held  by  this  Depart- 
ment that  all  lands  free  from  claim  at  the  date  of  definite  location, 
without  regard  to  their  condition  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
making  the  grant,  passed  thereunder. 

In  the  case  of  Bardon  i\  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  (145 
n.  S.,  535)  it  was  held,  that  lands  which  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of 
the  act  making  the  grant  to  said  company,  were  segregated  from  the 
public  lands  within  tbe  limits  of  the  grant,  by  reason  of  a  prior  pre- 
emption claim  to  it,  did  not,  by  the  cancellation  of  the  preemption  right 
before  the  location  of  the  grant,  pass  to  the  company,  but  remained 
part  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  this  tract  did  not  pass  to  the  company 
under  its  grant,  and  that  its  relinquishment,  made,  as  alleged,  at  the 
instance  and  request  of  your  office,  was  unnecessary.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  ruled  by  this  Department  that  a  decision  of  your  office  to 
the  effect  that  upon  relinquishing  certain  lands  a  company  would  be 
entitled  to  select  others  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  does  not  pre- 
vent departmental  consideration  as  to  the  right  of  the  company  to  those 
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relinquished,  when  the  question  of  the  company's  ri^ht  under  a  selec- 
tion made  comes  before  this  Department  for  approval;  and  if  it  is  then 
found  that  the  company  had  no  title  to  the  land  relinquished,  the  selec- 
tion must  be  rejected.  See  ease  of  Southern  Pacific  E.  B.  Go.  (22  L.  D., 
185)  and  cases  therein  cited. 

The  action  of  your  office,  holding  for  cancellation  the  said  selection 
by  the  company,  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


TOWMSITJU  CLAIM— TEBRITOBLAXi  liEGIBLATIOK. 

OiTY  OP  Chamberlain  v.  King  et  al.    (On  Ebview.) 

The  right  of  townsite  claimants,  acting  nnder  territorial  legislation,  to  include 
certain  lands  within  their  corporate  limits  for  mnnicipal  porposes,  cannot  he 
recognized,  if  said  lands  were  in  fact  at  snch  time  not  snhjeot  to  such  appro- 
priation. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
( W.  V.  D.)  her  9,  1897.  (0.  J.  W.) 

On  April  15, 1896,  Henry  J.  King  made  application  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  lots  3  and  4  and  the  SE.  ^  of  the  SW.  ^  of  Sec.  10,  and 
lots  1  and  9  of  Sec.  15,  T.  104  K,  K.  71  W.,  Chamberlain  land  district, 
South  Dakota.  On  the  same  day  J.  W.  Orcutt,  as  mayor  of  Chamber- 
lain, made  application  to  make  townsite  entry  for  the  same  land,  with- 
out disclosing  whether  said  entry  was  sought  as  an  original  or  addi- 
tional townsite  entry,  and  on  the  same  day  Eliza  Reynolds  applied  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  lots  1  and  9  of  section  15. 

The  fees  were  tendered  by  each  of  the  applicants  and  rejected,  but 
their  respective  applications  were  accepted  in  the  order  presented,  and 
a  hearing  was  ordered  to  allow  them  to  present  proof  of  their  claims. 
Said  hearing  closed  July  19, 1895,  and  on  September  24, 1895,  the  local 
officers  rendered  a  decision  rejecting  the  application  of  Orcutt,  mayor, 
and  accepting  the  application  of  Eliza. Bey nolds  and  the  application 
of  Henry  King,  except  as  to  lots  1  and  9  of  Sec.  15,  to  which  they  held 
Eliza  Reynolds  was  entitled. 

Appetd  was  made  to  your  office,  and  on  March  24, 1896,  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers  was  affirmed,  with  the  modification  that  the  right  of 
Eliza  Reynolds  to  make  entry  was  limited  to  lot  9,  and  the  application 
of  Orcutt  was  rejected. 

A  motion  for  review  of  your  office  decision  was  made  by  the  mayor, 
which  was  overruled  and  the  original  decision  adhered  to. 

The  townsite  claimants  appealed  to  the  Department.  On  the  appeal 
counsel  was  heard  both  orally  and  by  brief,  and,  on  June  16, 1897,  your 
office  decision  was  affirmed  here.    (24  L.  D.,  526.) 

The  mayor  of  the  City  of  Chamberlain  has  filed  a  motion  for  review 
of  the  last-named  decision,  in  which  it  is  alleged  various  errors  were 
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committed.  The  motion  purports  to  state  eighteen  grounds  of  error, 
but  upon  examination  they  are  not  found  to  contain  any  material  prop- 
osition touching  which  counsel  was  not  heard  before  the  decision  was 
rendered,  and  which  was  not  considered  in  rendering  it.  It  is  alleged 
that  an  important  fact  was  overlooked  and  not  commented  on — which 
is,  that  on  January  18, 1890,  the  people  of  Chamberlain  by  vote  organ- 
ized, and  were  incorporated  under  the  general  laws  of  South  Dakota. 

The  record  has  been  reexamined,  and  this  fact  now  insisted  ux>on  as 
imi)ortant  considered  again.  It  is  not  apparent  that  it  in  any  manner 
helps  the  townsite  claimants. 

It  is  claimed  now  that  the  people,  in  the  exercise  of  a  power  conferred 
by  an  act  of  the  territorial  legislature,  which  simply  authorized  them 
to  organize  town  or  city  government  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
act,  include  the  land  in  question  in  the  limits  which  they  selected,  and 
that  the  map  filed  shows  the  laud  involved  to  be  within  the  incorporated 
limits  of  Chamberlain.  The  people  thus  acting  had  no  more  power  than 
the  territorial  legislature  had,  and  could  no  more  subject  this  reserved 
land  to  municipal  use  than  the  legislature  could. 

After  very  full  consideration,  it  was  decided  that  the  legislature  had 
no  such  power.  The  fact  that  the  people  of  Chamberlain  have  organ- 
ized a  city  government  under  the  general  laws  does  not  affect  the  con- 
clusions heretofore  reached.  The  fact  that  a  survey  was  made  in  1890, 
and  a  map  filed,  which  showed  this  reserved  land  to  be  within  the 
claimed  limits  was  not  overlooked,  but  it  was  not  considered  that  it 
afiected  the  merits  of  the  question,  since  the  status  of  the  land  as  to 
being  reserved  was  the  same  when  the  map  was  filed  that  it  was  when 
the  act  of  March  7, 1885,  was  passed,  and  it  was  not  then  occupied  or 
used  for  town  site  purposes. 

No  sufficient  reason  is  found  for  changing  the  conclusions  heretofore 
reached  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  the  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


BIGHT  OF  WAT-STATTON  GROITNDS-MINBIIAL  APPLICATION. 

Montana  Central  B.  B.  Co. 

A  plat  of  station  grounds  covering  land  embraced  within  a  prior  mineral  application 
can  not  be  approved ;  but  the  use  and  occupancy  of  such  land  for  station  par- 
poses  wiU  protect  the  right  of  the  company,  as  against  subsequent  claimants,  if 
the  mineral  application  is  abandoned. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  9j  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

The  Montana  Central  Eailroad  Company  has  appealed  £rom  the  action 
taken  in  your  office  letter  «<F"  of  May  29,  1896,  holding  that  the  tract 
covered  by  its  station  plat  submitted  for  approval  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1875  (18  Stat,  482),  covering  a  portion  of  the 
NW.  i  of  the  SE.  i  of  section  9,  township  8  :N^.,  range  3  W.,  Helena  land 
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district,  MoDtana,  is  not  public  land,  aod  therefore  tbat  the  plat  of  the 
station  grounds  is  not  subject  to  approval  under  said  act. 

The  statement  contained  in  your  office  letter  is  that  the  tract  applied 
for  by  the  company  is  embraced  in  the  mineral  application,  No.  179, 
filed  by  Charles  W.  Cannon,  et  al  April  16, 1873. 

In  its  appeal  the  company  admitted  the  existence  of  said  mineral 
application,  but  set  out  that  it  had,  under  the  laws  of  Montana,  pro- 
ceeded to  condemn  said  tract  to  its  use  for  station  purposes  in  a  suit 
against  said  locators,  and  that  the  damages  assessed  against  the  said 
company  had  been  paid  into  court. 

The  right  of  way  granted  by  the  act  of  1875,  supra^  is  limited  to 
public  lands;  and  where  there  are  no  public  lands  embraced  within 
the  application  for  right  of  way  it  has  been  uniformly  held  by  this 
Department  that  an  approval  will  not  be  granted. 

While  it  appears  that  the  company,  as  against  the  claim  under  said 
mineral  application,  is  fully  protected  under  the  proceedings  already 
had  in  the  local  court,  its  purpose  in  desiring  the  approval  of  its  appli- 
cation for  right  of  way  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1875,  is  stated  to  be  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  it  against  any  subsequent  claimant  for  the  land, 
in  the  event  that  the  mineral  applicants  should  abandon  their  claim. 

A  mineral  application,  while  of  record,  is  an  appropriation  of  the 
tract  covered  thereby;  and  in  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the 
case  of  The  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company  v.  Sanders  (166  U.  8., 
621)  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  claim  to  except  the  lands  covered 
thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company. 

It  might  be  here  stated,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  company  in  its 
appall  states  that  it  has  been  advised  that  Cannon  and  his  associates 
have  abandoned  the  land  in  controversy,  that  on  April  22, 1897,  the 
receiver  at  Helena  reported  that  the  mineral  applicants  had  instituted 
proceedings  in  the  local  office  to  perfect  their  application.  No.  179,  to 
mineral  entry,  and  among  the  papers  filed  is  their  consent  to  the  grant 
of  the  right  of  way  to  the  Montana  Central  Railway  Co. 

UX)on  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record,  I  can  find  no  error  in  the 
holding  of  your  ofiice,  that  the  tract  covered  by  the  company's  plat 
submitted  for  approval  is  not  public  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  March  3, 1875,  and  the  plat  is  therefore  not  subject  to  approval  under 
said  act. 

As  the  company  states  in  its  appeal  that  it  has  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  the  lands  and  erected  thereon  a  water  tank,  round-house  and 
other  buildings  necessary  to  the  operation  of  its  railroad,  no  subse- 
quent claimant,  in  the  event  that  the  mineral  applicants  fail  to  perfect 
their  claim  to  entry,  could  secure  a  right  that  will  defeat  them  in  their 
possession,  or  that  would  prevent  the  approval  of  its  plat,  if  again  sub- 
mitted ux>on  the  cancellation  of  the  mineral  application. 

See  St.  P.  M.  and  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Maloney  et  aly  24  L.  D.,  460.  Dakota 
Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Downey,  8  L.  D.,  115. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed* 
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FSBST  9.  SOLBEBa. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  April  29, 1897,  24  L. 
D.J  376,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss  September  9, 1897. 


lETDIAK  IJLNI>S-APPBOVAIi  OIF  JKBBDm 

OpmiON. 

A  pnrchaser  from  a  Shawnee  grantor  nnder  a  deed  approved  by  the  Department, 
without  restriotion  or  condition,  takes  the  title  clear  of  all  conditions. 

Assistant  Attorney- General  Van  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

(W.  C.  P.) 

I  am  in  receipt  by  reference  of  Acting  Secretary  Byan  of  a  letter 
from  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  dated  Angnst  19, 1897,  rela- 
tive to  the  approval  of  deeda  from  Shawnee  Indians,  with  request  for 
an  opinion  upon  the  matter  therein  presented. 

By  the  treaty  of  May  10,  1854  (10  Stat.,  1054),  the  Shawnee  Indians 
ceded  to  the  UDited  States  all  the  lands  west  of  the  State  of  Missouri 
set  apart  for  them  under  the  treaty  of  November  7, 1825  (7  Stat.,  265), 
and  the  United  States  ceded  to  the  Shawnee  Indians  two  hundred 
thousand  acres  of  land  in  Kansas  out  of  which  each  was  to  select,  if  a 
single  person,  two  hundred  acres,  and  if  the  head  of  a  family  a  quantity 
equal  to  two  hundred  acres  for  each  member  of  the  family.  As  to  pat- 
ents for  said  selections,  it  was  provided  in  said  treaty  (Art.  9)  as 
follows: 

Congress  may  hereafter  provide  for  the  issning  to  snch  of  the  Shawnees  as  may 
make  separate  selections^  patents  for  the  same;  with  such  guards  and  restrictions 
as  may  seem  advisable  for  their  protection  therein. 

Congress  provided  for  the  issuing  of  patents  by  the  act  of  March  3, 
1859,  (11  Stat.,  425)  section  11  of  which  contains  the  following: 

That  in  aU  eases  where,  by  the  terms  of  any  Indian  treaty  in  Kansas  Territory, 
said  Indians  are  entitled  to  separate  selections  of  land,  and  to  a  patent  therefor, 
under  gnards,  restrictions,  or  conditions  for  their  benefit,  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior is  hereby  authorized  to  cause  patents  therefor  to  issue  to  snch  Indian,  or  Indians, 
and  their  heirs,  upou  such  conditions  and  limitations,  and  under  such  guards  or 
restrictions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  said  Secretary. 

Patents  were  afterwards  issued  to  those  Indians  with  a  restriction 
as  to  sale  or  conveyance  as  follows: 

but  with  the  stipulation  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  nnder  the  act 
of  Congress  aforesaid  of  March  3, 1859,  that  the  said  tracts  <  shall  never  be  sold  or 
conveyed  by  the  grantor  or  ...  •  heirs,  without  the  consent  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  for  the  time  being.' 

As  early  as  May  27, 1861,  rnles  and  regulations  to  be  observed  in  the 
execution  of  conveyances  of  land  for  which  patents  were  issued  under 
said  act  of  March  3, 1859,  were  adopted  and  on  June  22, 1S78|  modified 
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mles  relating  to  conveyances  of  Shawnee  lands  were  approved.  These 
rales,  however,  relate  to  the  formalities  to  be  observed  in  the  execu- 
tion of  deeds  and  contain  nothing  in  reference  to  the  question  now 
presented. 

It  frequently  happens  that  one  of  these  Indian  patentees  sells  his 
land  to  another  Shawnee  Indian.  That  sale  must  receive  the  approval 
of  this  Department  to  make  the  conveyance  valid.  The  question  now 
arises  as  to  whether  a  conveyance  by  the  Indian  grantee  in  such  a 
transaction  must  also  be  approved,  that  is,  whether  the  departmental 
sanction  is  necessary  so  long  as  the  title  remains  in  a  Shawnee  Indian. 
The  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  asks  for 

the  opinion  of  the  Department  on  the  question  of  second  approvals,  that  shall  serve 
as  a  fatore  and  final  guide  for  this  office  in  its  conduct  in  such  matters. 

The  whole  matter  as  to  conditions,  limitations,  guards  and  restric- 
tions to  be  inserted  in  patents  to  these  Indians  was  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  a  conclusion  was  reached  as  to  the 
necessities  in  this  direction  when  the  form  of  the  patent  was  deter- 
mined upon.  Notice  was  then  given  to  the  world  of  the  conditions 
attaching  to  the  Indian  title,  which  was  that  the  land  should  ^<  never 
be  sold  or  conveyed  by  the  grantee  or  (his)  heirs  without  the  consent 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  interior  for  the  time  being.'^  When  this  condi- 
tion has  been  once  met  by  the  unconditional  consent  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  a  conveyance  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  the  title  vests 
in  the  grantee  of  such  a  conveyance  without  condition  or  limitation*. 
The  Secretary  may  conjjle  his  consent  with  such  conditions  as  he  may 
see  fit  to  make  where  the  grantee  is  a  Shawnee  Indian  and  the  grantee 
who  accepts  the  conveyance  subject  to  such  conditions  would  then 
take  the  title  encumbered  therewith. 

In  my  opinion  the  proper  practice  in  the  future  would  be  in  those 
cases  where  it  seems  proper  to  the  protection  of  a  Shawnee  Indian 
grantee  to  insert  in  the  approval  of  these  conveyances  such  conditions 
or  restrictions  as  to  further  conveyances  as  may  be  necessary.  By  this 
course  notice  would  be  given  to  all  that  this  Department  still  retains 
control  of  the  land  as  to  future  conveyances. 

It  seems  from  statements  made  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs 
that  it  was  at  first  held  that  the  approval  of  a  conveyance,  even  though 
a  Shawnee  Indian  were  the  grantee,  met  all  the  requirements  and 
relieved  the  title  of  all  conditions,  but  that  in  later  years  a  different 
view  was  entertained,  it  being  held  that  so  long  as  the  title  remained 
in  a  Shawnee  Indian  the  restrictions  upon  alienation  remained  in  force. 
I  am  of  the  opinion  however  that  a  purchaser  fi*om  a  Shawnee  grantor 
under  a  deed  approved  by  this  Department  without  condition  or  restric- 
tion takes  the  title  clear  of  all  conditions. 

Approved:  September  9, 1897, 
O.  N.  Bliss, 
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PUBLIC  HESEBVATTON-CAPITOL  GBOUNIML 

Opinion. 

In  tbe  absence  of  express  statntory  anthority  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  has  no 
right  to  permit  the  erection  of  a  terminal  railway  station  on  the  oapitol 
groands. 

First  Assistant  Attorney  Campbell  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ 

September  14^  1897.  (W.  0.  P.) 

I  arm  in  receipt,  by  yonr  reference,  of  a  letter  from  the  Architect  of 
the  IT.  S.  Capitol,  in  relation  to  a  proposed  stmctare  to  be  erected  in 
the  Capitol  grounds  as  a  terminal  station  for  the  Metropolitan  railroad, 
with  your  request 

for  opinion  as  to  the  right  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  to  permit  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  the  building  in  question,  without  specific  authority  fh>m  Congress 
therefor. 

The  control  of  public  buildings  and  grounds  of  the  United  States 
rests  primarily  in  Congress,  and  no  officer  of  the  government  has  any 
authority  over  them  except  such  has  been  delegated  to  him  by  Con- 
gress by  express  grant  or  by  implication  equivalent  thereto.  I  do  not 
find  any  law  by  which  any  officer  has  been  given  authority  to  permit 
the  use  of  any  portion  of  the  capitol  grounds  by  any  person  or  corpo- 
ration for  any  purpose,  permanent  or  temporary.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  joint  resolution  of  June  30, 1864  (13  Stat.,  412),  afterwards  incorpo- 
rated in  the  Revised  Statutes  (Sec.  1818),  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  prevent  the  erection  of  any  permanent  building  upon  any 
property  reserved  to  the  use  of  the  United  States,  unless  plainly  author- 
ized by  Congress.    Said  section  reads  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  ia  directed  to  prevent  the  improper  appropriation  or 
occupation  of  any  of  the  public  etreets,  avenues,  equarea  or  reservations  in  the  city 
of  Washington,  belonging  to  the  United  States,  and  to  reclaim  the  same  if  unlaw- 
fully appropriated;  and  particularly  to  prevent  the  erection  of  any  permanent 
building  upon  any  property  reserved  to  or  for  the  use  of  the  United  States,  unless 
plainly  authorized  by  act  of  Congress,  and  to  report  to  Congress  at  the  conunenoement 
of  each  session  his  proceedings  in  the  premises,  together  with  a  foU  st«tement  of  all 
such  property,  and  how,  and  by  what  authority,  tJie  same  is  occupied  or  claimed. 
Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  interfere  with  the  temporary  and 
proper  occapatiou  of  any  portion  of  such  property,  by  lawful  authority,  for  the 
legitimate  purposes  of  the  United  Stat<es. 

It  is  not  olaimed  that  the  erection  of  this  proposed  building  is 
authorized  by  act  of  Congress. 

It  seems  that  the  railroad  company  requested  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Public  Buildings  and  Grounds  permission  to  erect  this  build- 
ing, and  that  such  permission  was  formally  given.  This  was  not  an  act 
of  Congress,  and  hence  does  not  constitute  the  authority  contemplated 
by  the  law. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  this  matter,  I  am  of  the  opinion,  and 
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SO  advise  yoa,  that  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  has  no  right  to  permit 
the  erection  of  the  building  in  question  without  specific  authority  by 
act  of  Congress. 
Approved: 
0. 27.  Bliss, 

Becretary. 

BAILROAD  GRANT-JITDICIAL  CONSTRUCTIOir. 
NOBTHEBN  PACIFIO  EY.  OO. 

Directions  given  for  the  suspension  from  entry  and  patent  of  lands  falling  within 
the  purview  of  the  departmeDtal  decision  in  the  case  of  Spanlding  v.  Northern 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  21  L.  D.,  57. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septem- 
(F.  L.  C.)  ber  15^  1897.  (F.  W.  0.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  August  30, 1897,  enclosing  the 
application  made  on  behalf  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailway  Company, 
successor  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  for  the  suspension 
from  entry  and  patent  of  the  lands  coming  within  the  purview  of  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Spaulding  v.  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
(21  L.  B.,  67). 

In  said  case  it  was  held  (syllabus) : 

At  Portland,  Oregon,  tne  Northern  Paoifie  has  two  grants,  the  first  for  the  line 
eastward,  nnder  the  act  of  1864,  and  the  second  northward,  under  the  Joint  resola- 
tion  of  1870j  and,  so  far  as  the  limits  of  the  grant  east  of  said  city  overlaps  the 
subsequent  grant,  the  latter  must  fail ;  and,  as  the  road  at  snoh  point  eastward  is 
nnoonstmcted,  and  the  grant  therefor  forfeited  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  the 
lands  so  released  from  said  grant,  do  not  inure  to  the  later  grant;  but  are  subject  to 
disposal  under  the  provisions  of  said  forfeiture  act. 

The  application  by  the  company  is  based  upon  an  opinion  of  the 
United  States  circuit  court  for  the  western  district  of  Washington,  in 
the  case  of  said  company  v.  Balthazer  et  al.^  dated  August  14, 1897,  in 
witioi  opinion  it  is  stated: 

I  am  constrained,  however,  by  the  decisions  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  this 
circuit,  in  the  cases  of  Oregon  and  C.  B.  Company  et  al,  v.  United  States,  77  Fed. 
Hep.  57-8^;  and  Eastern  Oregon  Land  Company  v.  Wilcox,  79  Fed.  Rep.  719,  to  hold 
that  as  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  never  made  a  definite  location  of  any 
line  of  road  between  Portland  and  Wallnla,  the  original  land  grant  never  took  effect 
as  to  any  land  between  said  places,  therefore,  the  lands  in  controversy  were,  for 
aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  at  the  date  of  the  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 
1870,  and  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  of  the  railroad  from  Portland  to  Tacoma, 
Don-mineral  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  not  reserved,  sold,  granted  or  other- 
wise appropriated,  and  by  said  joint  resolution  the  same  were  granted  to  the  com- 
pany upon  conditions  which  have  been  performed,  so  that  the  title  of  the  company, 
and  its  vendees,  has  become  vested  and  perfect. 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  the  matter  I  deem  it  advisable  to 
grant  the  request  for  suspension,  and  you  will  issue  necessary  instruc- 
tions to  the  local  officers  accordingly. 
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OOSBY  ET  AL.  V.  AVEEY  BT  AL. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmeutal  decision  of  Jnne  29, 1897, 24  L.  D,, 
665,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  September  16, 1897. 


OlEOULAB.* 

settlebs  on  northern  pacific  indemnity  lands. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington^  D,  (7.,  August  5, 1896. 

Eegisters  and  Receivers,  United  States  Land  Offices. 

Gentlemen  :  Your  attention  is  called  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of 
Congress  approved  June  3, 1896,  29  Stat.,  245,  entitled  "An  act  for  the 
relief  of  settlers  on  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  indemnity  lands,"  a 
copy  of  which  is  attached.    The  act  contains  three  sections. 

By  the  first  section  those  persons,  their  heirs,  or  legal  representatives, 
who,  between  August  15, 1887,  and  January  1,  1889,  settled  upon  and 
made  final  proof  and  entry  for  land  within  what  is  known  as  the  second 
indemnity  belt  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  grant,  within  the  State 
of  Minnesota,  which  entries,  without  their  fault,  were  afterwards  can- 
celed, are  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  of  a  quantity  of  unappro- 
priated public  lands,  subject  to  homestead  entry,  equal  in  acreage  to 
that  embraced  in  the  canceled  entry,  and  to  receive  patent  therefor  with- 
out settlement,  improvement  or  cultivation;  and  those  persons,  their 
heirs,  or  legal  representatives,  who,  between  the  dates  aforesaid,  for  six 
months  settled  u])on,  improved  and  cultivated  any  land  within  said 
second  indemnity  belt,  with  a  view  to  homestead  or  preemption  entry, 
who,  being  qualified,  were  not  permitted  to  make  such  entries,  are 
allowed  to  enter  under  the  homestead  laws  a  quantity  of  land,  unappro- 
priated and  subject  to  homestead  entry,  equal  to  that  settled  upon, 
improved  and  cultivated;  and,  when  making  proof  and  final  entry,  are 
entitled  to  credit  for  the  settlement,  improvement  and  cultivation  of 
said  indemnity  land. 

The  entry  authorized  by  this  act  must  be  made  under  the  homestead 
law,  and  the  fact  that  a  claimant  had  previously  made  a  homestead  entry 
is  no  bar  to  an  entry  under  it,  provided  he  was  qualified  to  make  the 
entry  made,  or  intended  to  be  made  of  said  indemnity  land,  such  land 
being  within  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  that  he  has  not  since  made 
entry  under,  and  obtained  the  benefit  of,  the  homestead  law;  and  in  the 
event  of  an  application  to  commute,  the  law  applicable  to  commutations 
prior  to  the  amendment  of  section  2301,  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  by 
the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  will  govern. 

*  Not  heretofore  reported. 
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Applicants  of  the  first  class  for  entry  uuder  this  section  will  be  required 
to  make  affidavit  as  to  the  facts  in  relation  to  their  former  entries,  and 
as  to  whether  they  have  received  back  the  fees  and  commissions,  or  the 
purchase  money  paid  npon  sach  entries;  and  in  case  they  have  done 
so,  you  will  require  them  to  make  payment  for  the  land  entered  under 
this  act. 

Applicants  of  the  second  class  will  be  required  to  make  affidavit  as 
to  the  facts  relative  to  their  settlement,  rcvsidence  on,  and  improvement 
of,  the  indemnity  land  aforesaid,  and  where  entry  or  filing  was  made,  to 
facts  in  relation  thereto;  and  where  fees  and  commissions  have  been 
returned  it  will  be  necessary  that  payment  be  made  for  any  entry  made 
under  this  section. 

Said  affidavits  must  be  corroborated  by  at  least  two  witnesses  having 
knowledge  of  the  facts  set  forth  therein,  and  should  satisfactorily  show 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  to  the  extent  claimed,  as 
they  will  form  a  p»art  of  the  final  proof  for  the  land  sought. 

Under  the  second  section  persons  entitled  to  homestead  entries  under 
the  first  section  may  make  such  entries  of  any  of  the  agricultural  lands 
embraced  in  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  January  14, 
1889  (25  Stat.,  642),  entitled  "An  act  for  the  relief  and  civilization  of 
the  Chippewa  Indians  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,"  upon  payment  of  one 
dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  therefor. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  third  section  the  right  of  entry  given  by 

the  act  is  personal  and  can  not  be  transferred  or  assigned,  but  in  case 

of  death  of  the  person  entitled  to  enter,  the  entry  may  be  made  by  his 

heirs  or  legal  representatives;  and  no  valid  conveyance,  sale,  or  transfer 

of  the  land  entered  can  be  made  prior  to  the  issue  of  patent. 

Very  respectfully, 

B.  F.  Best, 

Assistant  Commissioner. 
Approved: 

HoKB  Skith,  Secretary. 


[Public— No.  177.] 

AN  ACT  for  the  relief  of  settlers  on  the  Northern  Paciflo  Ballroad  indemnity  lands. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepreeeniativea  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembledf  That  those  persons,  their  heirs^  or  legal  representativeSy  who 
between  the  fifteenth  day  of  August,  anno  Domini  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
seven,  and  the  first  day  of  January,  anno  Domini  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine, 
settled  npon  and  made  final  proof  and  entry,  under  the  homestead  or  preemption 
laws,  of  lands  within  the  so-called  second  indemnity  belt  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  Company's  grant  m  the  State  of  Minnesota,  which  entries  were  afterwards, 
without  their  fault,  canceled,  upon  establishing  these  facts  before  the  register  and 
receiver  of  the  local  land  office,  in  such  mode  and  under  such  rules  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  shall  be  allowed  to  make  final  honiestead 
entry,  and  receive  a  patent  therefor,  of  a  quantity  of  laud  of  any  of  the  unappro- 
priated public  lands  of  the  United  States  subject  to  homestead  entry,  equal  in  acreage 
to  the  land  proved  up  and  entered  in  the  said  second  indemnity  belt,  as  aforesaid, 
2670— VOL  25 17 


258  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

witbont  beiDg  required  to  make  any  settlement  or  improvement  npon  or  coltiTation 
of  sach  land  so  entered  prior  to  snch  entry;  and  those  persons,  their  heirs  or  legal 
representatives,  who,  within  the  period  aforesaid  for  the  space  of  six  months  settled 
upon,  improved,  and  cultivated  any  of  said  indemnity  lands  with  a  view  of  entering 
the  same  under  the  homestead  or  preemption  laws,  being  competent  to  make  sach 
entries,  and  who  were  not  permitted  to  make  such  entries,  apon  establishing  these 
facts  before  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  local  land  office,  in  such  mode  and  under 
snch  rules  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe,  shall  be  allowed  to  enter 
under  the  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States  a  quantity  of  land  of  the  unappro- 
priated public  lands  of  the  United  States,  subject  to  homestead  entry,  equal  in 
amount  to  the  land  settled  upon,  improved,  and  cultivated,  as  aforesaid,  and  under 
the  homestead  entry  so  made,  shall,  when  making  proof  and  final  entry,  receive 
credit  for  the  settlement,  improvement,  and  cultivation  made  upon  the  said  indemnity 
land  as  aforesaid :  Provided ,  That  the  law  in  force  in  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
nine  governing  the  commutation  of  homestead  entries  shall  apply  to  the  commu- 
tation of  entries  under  this  section. 

Sec.  2.  That  those  who  are  entitled  to  make  the  homestead  entries  prescribed  in 
the  preceding  section  may  make  such  entries  of  any  of  the  agricultural  lands 
embraced  in  the  provision  of  an  act  entitled  ''An  act  for  the  relief  and  civilization 
of  the  Chippewa  Indians  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,"  approved  January  fourteenth, 
eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine,  upon  condition  of  paying  for  such  lands  the  price 
prescribed  in  said  act. 

Sec.  3.  That  the  right  of  homestead  entry  conferred  by  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  not  be  assignable,  and  no  conveyance,  sale,  or  transfer  of  the  land  so  entered 
shall  be  valid  or  of  any  effect  if  made  before  patent  has  issued. 

Approved,  June  3, 1896. 


BED  LATTR  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS— ACT  OF  JUNX!  8,1896. 

Instructions. 

Red  Lake  agricultural  lands  subject  to  homestead  entry  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  .January  14,  1889,  may  be  taken  by  persons  entitled  to  make  entry  under 
the  act  of  June  3,  1896,  but  entries  so  made  of  such  lands  can  not  be  commuted. 

Acting  Commissioner  Best  to  the  Register  and  Receiver ^  Duluthy  Minne- 
sota, September  17, 1897. 

On  August  5, 1896,  this  office  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  issued  a  circular  of  instructions  (25  L.  D.,  256),  for  the  gjjM- 
ance  of  local  laud  officers  in  the  treatment  of  applications  by  parties 
claiming  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  June  3,  1896  (29 
Stat.,  245),  entitled  ''An  act  for  the  relief  of  settlers  on  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  indemnity  land.'^ 

Kecently  this  office  has  received  communications  asking  whether  the 
entry  authorized  by  said  act  can  be  made  on  lands  known  as  the  Bed 
Lake  agricultural  lands,  ceded  and  relinquished  by  the  Ghipi)ewa 
Indians  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889  (25  Stat, 
642),  and  if  so,  whether  the  law  in  force  in  1889  governing  the  com- 
mutation of  homestead  entries  applies  to  entries  so  made,  and  whether, 
in  proving  up,  payment  in  full  can  be  made,  or  the  en  try  men  will  be 
required  to  pay  in  installments  of  $40.00  per  annum  for  five  years. 
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It  has  been  represented  to  this  oflBce  that  the  register  at  Orookston 
has  ruled  tbat  the  Eed  Lake  agricultural  lands  are  not  subject  to  entry 
under  the  act  of  June  3,  1896,  supra. 

The  first  section  of  said  act  of  June  3, 1896,  specifies  the  parties  who 
are  entitled  to  the  benefits  intended  to  be  conferred  by  it,  and  provides, 

That  the  law  in  force  in  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine  gOYeming  the  commu- 
tation of  homestead  entries  shaU  apply  to  the  commutation  of  entries  under  this 
section. 

The  second  section  thereof  provides 

That  those  who  are  entitled  to  make  the  homestead  entries  prescribed  in  the  pre- 
ceding section  may  make  such  entries  of  any  of  the  agricultural  lands  embraced  in 
the  proyisions  of  an  act  entitled  '^An  act  for  the  relief  and  civilization  of  the  Chip- 
pewa Indians  in  the  State  of  Minnesota/'  approved  January  fourteenth,  eighteen 
hundred  and  eighty-nine,  upon  condition  of  paying  for  such  lands  the  price  pre- 
scribed in  said  act. 

Therefore,  any  of  the  lands  known  as  the  Red  Lake  lands,  agricul- 
tural in  character  and  subject  to  homestead  entry  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889,  are  subject  to  the  claims  of  parties  enti- 
tled to  make  entry  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  3, 1896. 

The  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889,  provides  for  the  dis- 
posal to  actual  settlers  under  the  homestead  laws  of  certain  portions  of 
the  lauds  ceded  by  the  Indians  at  the  rate  of  $1.25  per  acre,  to  be  paid 
in  five  annual  payments,  and  requires  due  proof  of  occupancy  for  five 
years  and  full  payment  before  patent  can  issue.  It  is  clear  from  these 
provisions  that  entries  made  under  said  act  cannot  be  commuted. 

Where  an  application  is  presented  for  entry  of  Red  Lake  lands  under 
the  act  of  June  3, 1896,  by  a  party  entitled  to  make  the  same,  who  has 
completed  an  entry  on  the  Northern  Pacific  indemnity  lands  which  has 
been  canceled,  the  entry  will  be  allowed  upon  the  payment  of  $1.25  per 
acre  for  the  land  applied  for.  And  where  an  application  is  presented 
by  a  party  duly  qualified  to  enter,  but  who  has  not  completed  an  entry 
of  said  indemnity  lands,  such  party  when  making  proof  and  final  entry 
will  be  entitled  to  credit  for  the  settlement,  improvement  and  cultiva- 
tion of  such  land;  but  will  be  required  to  make  the  payments  pre- 
scribed by  the  act  of  January  14,  1889,  $40.00  each  year  prior  to  final 
proof,  when  the  balance  due  may  be  paid,  or,  the  whole  amount  may 
be  paid  at  any  time,  but  no  final  certificate  as  a  basis  for  patent  shall 
issue  until  proof  of  occupation  for  a  period,  which  added  to  the  period 
of  settlement,  improvement  and  cultivation  of  the  indemnity  lands 
aforesaid,  shall  make  five  years,  shall  have  been  made. 

Where  a  party  entitled  to  the  privileges  conferred  by  the  act  of  June 
3, 1896,  makes  entry  of  land  subject  to  homestead  entry,  which  may  be 
commuted,  the  law  in  force  in  1889  governing  the  commutation  of  home- 
stead entries  will  apply. 

Approved,  September  17, 1897. 
Webstee  Davis, 

Acting  Secretary  of  the  IntertoTm 
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ABANDONBB   MILITABT  BESEBVATION— FOBT  MAGENNIS. 

INSTRTJCTIOKS. 

Acting  Oommisaioner  Best  to  Register  o/nd  Receiver^  Leunston^  Montana^ 

September  11, 1897. 

The  appraisers  have  appraised  the  lands  in  the  Fort  Maginnis  aban* 
doned  military  reservation  at  from  one  dollar  to  two  dollars  x)er  acre. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Ibterior  has  approved  the  appraisal  of  the 
lands  appraised  at  more  than  $1.25  per  acre,  and  for  lands  appraised 
at  less  than  $1.25  per  acre  he  has,  ander  the  law,  fixed  the  minimum 
price  of  such  lands  at  $1.25  per  acre.  Therefore,  no  tract  of  land  in 
this  reservation  can  be  disposed  of  at  less  than  $1.25  per  acre,  although 
you  will  be  governed  by  the  appraisal  in  disposing  of  those  lands 
appraised  at  more  than  $1.25  per  acre. 

All  of  the  agricultural  lands  in  this  reservation  are  subject  to  settle- 
ment under  the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  under  the  act  of 
August  23, 1894  (28  Stat.,  491),  which,  among  other  things  provides: 

That  persons  who  enter  nnder  the  homestead  law  shall  pay  for  snch  lands  at  not 
less  than  the  value  theretofore  or  hereafter  determined  by  appraisement,  nor  less  than 
the  price  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  entry,  and  snch  payment  may,  at  the  option  of 
the  purchaser,  be  made  in  five  equal  instaUments,  at  times  and  rates  of  interest  to 
be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

On  April  9, 1895  (20  L.  D.,  303),  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  directed 
this  office  to  issue  instructions  under  said  act  of  August  23, 1894,  as 
follows: 

That  the  homesteader  be  given  the  option  in  making  payment  npon  his  entry  of 
these  lands,  of  making  his  payments  in  five  equal  payments  to  date  from  the  time  of 
the  acceptance  of  his  proof  tendered  on  his  entry,  and  that  the  rate  of  interest  upon 
deferred  payments  be  charged  at  the  rate  of  fonr  per  cent  per  annum. 

In  allowing  entries  for  lands  in  this  reservation,  under  said  law,  you 
will,  in  each  case,  endorse  on  the  application  ^^  Fort  Maginnis  Reserva- 
tion, Act  August  23, 1894,"  and  make  the  same  notation  on  your  abstract 
of  homestead  entries. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law,  an  entryman  has  the 
right  either  to  commute  his  entry  after  fourteen  months  from  the  date 
of  settlement,  or  ofi'er  final  proof  under  Sec.  2291 B.  S.  In  entries  under 
said  act  of  August  23, 1894,  he  may,  at  his  option,  commute  after  four- 
teen months  with  full  payment  in  cash,  or,  after  submitting  ordinary 
five  years  final  proof  and  after  its  acceptance,  he  may  pay  for  the  land 
the  full  amount  of  the  appraised  value  thereof,  without  interest,  or  he 
may  make  payment  in  five  equal  installments,  the  first  payment  to  be 
made  one  year  after  the  acceptance  of  his  final  proof,  and  the  subse- 
quent payments  to  be  made  annually  thereafter,  interest  to  be  charged 
at  the  rate  of  four  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  date  of  the  acceptance 
of  final  proof  until  all  payments  are  made. 

In  case  the  full  amount  is  paid  after  fourteen  months  from  date  of 
settlement  you  will,  if  the  proof  is  satisfactory,  issue  cash  certiflcate 
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and  receipt;  and  in  the  event  that  regular  final  proof  is  made,  and  the 
fall  amoant  then  paid,  yon  will  issue  final  certificate  and  receipt;  bat 
when  partial  payments  are  made  the  receiver  will  issue  a  receipt  only 
for  the  amount  of  the  principal  and  the  interest  paid,  reporting  the 
same  in  a  special  column  of  the  abstract  of  homestead  receipts,  and 
at  the  time  last  payment  is  made,  you  will  issue  the  final  papers  as  in 
ordinary  homestead  entries. 

In  issuing  final  papers  yon  will  make  the  proper  annotations  thereon, 
as  well  a8  on  the  applications  and  abstracts,  as  before  directedy  to  show 
that  the  entry  covers  land  in  Fort  Maginnis  reservation. 

You  are  farther  advised  that  the  same  rule,  as  to  the  allowance  of 
credit  for  residence  prior  to  entry  and  for  military  service,  applies  to 
entries  under  said  act  of  August  23, 1894,  as  to  other  homestead  entries. 

Where,  upon  submitting  final  proofs  the  entrymen  elect  to  make 
payment  for  the  lands  entered  in  five  annual  installments,  you  are 
authorized  to  make  the  usual  charges  for  reducing  the  testimony  to 
writing,  but  as  the  final  certificate  and  receipt  cannot  be  issued  until 
the  last  payment  is  made  you  cannot  charge  the  final  commissions 
until  said  certificate  and  receipt  are  issued.  Therefore,  if  the  proofs 
submitted  are  acceptable,  you  will  make  proper  notes  on  your  records 
showing  that  satisfactory  proofs  have  been  made  and. the  dates  upon 
which  the  partial  payments  must  be  made,  and  then  transmit  said 
proofs  to  this  office,  in  special  letters,  and  not  in  your  monthly  returns, 
for  filing  with  the  original  entries. 

There  are  no  guarantees  to  be  taken  in  order  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  installments,  but  if,  when  each  installment  is  due,  any  entryman 
fails  to  pay  the  same  you  will  report  the  matter  to  this  office,  when 
proper  action  will  be  taken  in  the  case.  The  act  of  August  23, 1894, 
did  not  repeal  the  act  of  July  5, 1884  (23  Stat.,  103),  hence  parties  quali- 
fied to  make  entry  under  the  second  section  of  the  latter  act  will  be 
exempt  from  the  payment  required  by  the  said  act  of  August  23, 1894. 

Sections  16  and  30  of  this  reservation  are  reserved  for  school  purposes. 

Since  the  lists  were  made  up  in  this  office  for  the  use  of  the  apprais- 
ers, the  N.  i  SW.  J,  S  W.  J  8W.  J,  Sec.  8,  and  NW.  J  NW.  J,  Sec.  17,  T. 
16  N".,  E.  21  B.,  embraced  in  H.  E.  No.  336,  made  by  Rezin  Anderson, 
have  been  patented,  and  hence,  although  said  tracts  have  been  apprised 
and  are  entered  on  said  lists  they  are  not  subject  to  payment  under 
this  apprisal. 

According  to  the  appraisers  lists  the  alleged  townsite  of  Gilt  Edge 
is  situated  upon  the  SW.  J  SW.  i,  Sec.  21  and  NW.  i  ITW.  J  Sec.  28, 
T.  16  N.,  E.  20  B. 

However,  a  contest  was  brought  against  H.  B.  'So.  789,  made  by  Louis 
Beaupre,  February  2, 1895,  on  the  ground  of  abandonment  and  the  entry 
canceled  by  letter  " G"  of  July  14, 1897.  One  of  the  allegations  against 
said  entry  was  that  the  land  was  covered  by  the  town  of  Gilt  Edge  for 
which  formal  entry  had  not  yet  been  made. 
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Ill  response  to  their  inquiry,  the  appraisers  were  directed  by  tele- 
gram of  Jaly  23, 1807,  to  make  no  appraisal  of  Gilt  Edge  town  lots  antil 
further  orders. 

The  N W.  J  SW.  J,  Sec.  21,  was  appraised  but  the  S W.  J  SW.  J,  Sec. 
21,  and  NW.  J  NW.  i,  Sec.  28,  T.  16  N.,  R.  20  E.,  were  not.  As  this 
town  site  question  has  not  been  finally  settled,  these  three  subdivisions 
are  not  to  be  disposed  of  until  fiirther  orders. 

The  B.  i  SE.  i,  Sec.  20,  and  B.  J  NE.  J,  Sec  29,  T.  16  N.,  R.  20  E., 
are  embraced  in  H.  E.  N^o.  820,  made  April  26,  1895,  by  Robert  A. 
Ammon.  These  tracts  are  also  involved  in  a  contest  now  pending  in 
the  Mineral  Division.  Hence,  payment  for  them  is  not  to  be  accepted 
until  further  orders. 

"  Finally,  tracts  known  to  you  to  contain  minerals  are  not  to  be  dis- 
posed of  under  this  appraisal,  which  was  made  for  agricultural  lands. 

You  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  this  letter. 

Approved,  September  22, 1897. 

Webster  Davis,  Acting  ISecretary. 


MXNTNG  CLAIM— SURVEY— ADTERSE  PROCKEDINO. 

S.  H.  Standabt  et  ai..* 

The  sarvey  of  a  mining  claim  is  not  vitiated  by  the  fact  that  the  connecting  line  with 
the  public  anrvey  is  more  than  two  mile»  in  leugtii,  where  each  corner  of  said 
claim  is  connected,  by  the  survey  in  question,  with  other  claims  that  have  been 
officially  surveyed. 

If,  after  a  mineral  entry  has  been  allowed,  the  entryman  finds  it  necessary  to  main- 
tain an  adverse  suit  against  a  contiicting  claim,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  gov- 
ernment to  take  notice  of  the  result  of  such  action,  and  act  accordingly. 

Secretary  Smith  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La^id  Offi<:ey  June 
(W.  A.  L.)  13y  1896.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  record  before  me  shows  that  S.  H.  Standart  et  al,  made  applica- 
tion for  patent  for  the  Treasure  Vault  mining  claim,  survey  No.  569, 
Leadville,  Colorado,  land  district,  on  January  16, 1880;  that  during* the 
period  of  publication  protests  and  adverse  claims  were  filed  against 
said  entry  and  suits  instituted  in  support  thereof  in  the  district  court 
of  Lake  county.  Subsequently  one  of  the  suits,  that  in  behalf  of  the 
Tenderfoot  mine,  was  transferred  to  the  federal  court  of  the  district  of 
Colorado.  That  on  September  5,  1885,  there  was  filed  in  the  local  office 
a  certificate  of  the  district  clerk  of  Lake  county  that  there  were  no 
suits  pending  in  that  court  attecting  the  title  to  the  Treasure  Vault, 
and  thereupon,  on  September  10,  following,  mineral  entry  No.  2569  was 
made  by  the  applicants. 

It  having  been  represented  to  your  office  that  there  were  suits  pend- 
ing involving  the  title  to  this  claim,  the  matter  seems  to  have  rested  in 
abeyance  until  August  27, 1891,  when  your  office,  on  consideration  of 
the  matter,  addressed  the  register  and  receiver  at  Leadville,  calling 
their  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  original  field  notes  of  the  sarvey 

*Not  heretofore  reported. 
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of  this  claim  comer  No.  1  was  connected  to  the  quarter  corner  of  Sec. 
24,  T.  9  S.,  E.  80  W.,  by  a  Une  "  8."  89°  58'  21"  W.,  13,414.7  feet  in 
length;  that  by  amended  field  notes,  filed  June  15, 1880,  the  course  of 
this  connection  was  changed  to  make  it  running  II^.,  practically  the  same 
course  and  substantially  the  same  distance.  Your  office  held  that  such 
a  connection  could  only  be  made  where  the  comer  was  within  two  miles 
of  the  survey,  and  if  there  was  no  public  survey  within  that  distance 
connection  should  be  made  with  an  established  mineral  monument;  also 
that  in  the  notice  of  application  published  this  connection  was  entirely 
omitted.  A  new  survey  was  therefore  required.  Also  that  there  was 
no  evidence  in  the  files  of  the  plat  having  been  posted  in  tlie  local  office 
during  the  x>eriod  of  publication,  and  that  this  evidence  would  have  to 
be  supplied.  Your  office  also  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  was 
no  evidence  showing  the  disposition  of  the  adverse  suit  filed  by  the 
Tenderfoot  mining  claim,  or  that  of  the  Badger  Boy  No.  2  mining  claim. 
Also  that  the  records  of  your  office  show  that  the  owners  of  the  Ellen 
Morgan  lode  made  application  for  patent  May  14, 1883,  and  the  claim- 
ants of  the  Treasure  Vault  lode  had  adversed  the  same  and  commenced 
suit  thereon,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  what  disposition 
had  been  made  of  that  suit. 

The  matter  seems  to  have  thus  rested  until  March  15, 1895,  when 
your  office  demanded  a  report  from  the  local  office  as  to  what  had  been 
done  in  response  to  your  letter  of  August  27, 1894,  and  to  allow  the 
claimants  sixty  days  within  which  to  furnish  the  evidence  called  for,  in 
default  of  which,  or  of  appeal,  the  entry  would  be  canceled  without  fur- 
ther notice  from  your  office. 

-  On  May  15, 1895,  the  applicants  filed  a  petition  in  the  nature  of  a 
motion  for  review  of  your  said  office  decision  of  August  27, 1894,  in 
which  they  set  up  a  full  compliance  with  the  law  in  all  respects  and 
that  an  suits  that  had  been  instituted,  affecting  the  title  to  the  Treas- 
ure Vault,  had  been  disposed  of.  And  in  support  of  that  they  filed  a 
certificate  from  the  clerk  of  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Colorado  showing  that  the  action  instituted  by  the  Tenderfoot 
lode  had  been  decided  in  favor  of  its  claim  October  12, 1883.  Also  affi- 
davits from  the  register  and  receiver  at  Leadville  at  the  time  the  appli- 
cation for  the  Treasure  Vault  was  made,  that  it  was  the  universal  cus- 
tom of  said  office  to  post  notices  of  all  mining  applications  in  their  office 
at  that  time,  and  that  they  had  reason  to  and  did  believe  that  notice  of 
this  application  was  so  posted,  and  that  it  was  an  oversight  in  not  hav- 
ing furnished,  at  the  time,  the  certificate  of  that  fact  required  by  the 
rules.  There  was  also  a  certificate  from  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
at  Leadville,  dated  January  5, 1895,  stating  that  there  were  no  suits 
pending  in  that  court  at  that  time  involving  the  title  to  the  Treasure 
Vault  lode;  also  from  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
that  there  was  no  suit,  wherein  the  owners  of  the  Treasure  Vault  were 
parties,  involving  the  title  to  the  Treasure  Vault  lode,  pending  in  that 
court  on  February  2, 1895. 
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By  letter  of  July  16, 1895,  your  office  considered  tlic  petition  or 
motion  for  review,  and  held  that  there  was  "no  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence, nor  showing  that  claimants  are  iu  possession  of  newly  discovered 
evidence,  or  evidence  that  might  not  have  been  filed  long  ago.''  The 
motion  was  therefore  adjudged  to  be  filed  out  of  time  and  would  not 
be  considered.  It  was  stated,  however,  that  there  was  found  no  good 
reason  for  waiving  the  requirements  of  your  office  letters  of  August  27, 
1894,  and  March  15, 1895,  disclosed  in  the  motion  and  affidavits  accom- 
panying the  same.  Thereupon  the  applicants  prosecute  this  appeal, 
both  from  your  decision  ot  March  15, 1895,  and  July  16th,  same  year. 

The  objections  raised  by  your  office  iu  regard  to  this  application  will 
be  considered  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  above  stated.  It  most  be 
conceded  that  the  amendment  to  the  official  field  notes,  filed  June  15, 
1880,  is  sufficient  to  correct  the  error  in  the  course  of  the  line  connecting 
corner  No..  1  of  the  Treasure  Vault  with  the  public  survey.  While  it 
is  true  that  rule  45  of  Mining  Eegulatious  demands  that  no  connecting 
line  with  a  public  survey  shall  be  more  than  two  miles  in  length,  yet 
under  this  rule  I  do  not  think  a  survey  should  be  vitiat>ed  if  a  line 
should  happen  to  be  longer,  as  in  this  case,  than  that  mentioned  by 
the  regulations.  I  see  no  reason  why  this  requirement  should  render 
a  resurvey  necessary,  if  there  is  otherwise  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  rules.  The  presumption  would  be,  I  think,  that  the  deputy 
mineral  surveyor,  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  as  such,  would  have 
made  the  connection  a  shorter  distance  if  there  were  any  public  sur- 
veys closer.  Examination  of  the  published  notice  shows  that  all  four 
of  the  corners  of  the  claim  are  tied  to  mining  claims  that  have  been 
officially  surveyed.  For  instance,  corner  No.  1  is  tied  to  comer  No.  3  of 
survey  No.  595;  comer  No.  2  is  the  same  as  comer  No.  1,  survey  No. 
587;  corner  No.  3  is  tied  to  corner  No.  535;  and  corner  No.  4  is  tied  to 
No.  5,  survey  No.  549.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  description  sufficiently 
identifies  the  locus  of  the  claim,  so  that  any  x>er8on  seeking  to  ascertain 
its  boundaries  could  do  so  with  as  great  a  degree  of  accuracy  as  he 
could  if  it  were  tied  to  what  is  stated  in  the  regulations  to  be  the  public 
surveys.  Hence,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  I  think  that  the  fact 
that  the  Treasure  Vault  was  not  connected  to  the  line  of  the  public 
surveys  within  a  distance  of  two  miles,  or  to  a  mineral  monument, 
should  not  be  construed  to  require  a  new  survey  and  publication  by 
the  applicants.  The  surveys  of  mining  claims  are  in  their  nature  public 
surveys.  They  are  made  under  the  direction  of  the  surveyor-general 
of  the  district  where  they  are  located,  they  become  a  matter  of  perma- 
nent record  in  the  archives  of  the  Land  Department,  the  comers  are 
substantially  marked  with  stone  monuments,  and  their  identity  is  as 
nearly  indestructible  as  are  section  corners.  As  this  matter  stands  at 
the  present  time  it  is  simply  a  question  between  the  government  and 
the  entryman  as  to  whether  there  has  been  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  regulations,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  there  has  been  in  this 
instance. 
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The  reqairemeut  of  yoar  office  as  to  the  proof  of  i>osting  a  notice  in 
the  office  seems  to  me  to  be  sufficient  to  meet  that  demand.  While  the 
persons  making  the  affidavits,  who  were  then  the  local  officers  at  Lead- 
ville,  did  not  pretend  to  remember  this  particular  case,  or  a  posting  of 
this  particular  plat  in  their  office,  yet  their  affidavits  are  sufficient,  in 
my  judgment,  to  be  accepted  as  a  certificate  that  the  posting  has  been 
done. 

It  is  shown  by  the  certificates  of  the  clerks  of  the  courts  wherein 
these  adverse  suits  were  tried  that  all  of  them  against  the  Treasure 
Vault  have  been  disposed  of.  It  seems  that  the  adverse  suit  of  the 
Tenderfoot  lode  claim  was  decided  against  the  Treasure  Vault.  It 
necessarily  follows,  therefore,  that  the  ground  included  in  that  suit  will 
have  to  be  excluded  in  the  Treasure  Vault  entry. 

It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  application  was  made  for  patent  for 
the  EUen  Morgan  lode  claim  in  1883;  that  the  Treasure  Vault  ad  versed 
the  same  and  brought  suit  in  support  thereof,  and  that  on  April  5, 1886, 
that  suit  was  still  i>ending  and  mn determined,  as  shown  by  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  clerk  of  the  court. 

But  by  the  certificate  of  the  same  clerk,  dated  January  6, 1895,  it  is 
shown 

that  there  is  no  snit  pending  in  this  court  wherein  the  Treasure  Vanlt  lode  mining 

claim, Stephen  H.  Standart,  et  aZ.,  are  owners,  are  either  defendants  or 

plaintiffs. 

It  would  seem  from  this  that  this  action  has  been  disposed  of,  but  what 
the  judgment  was  is  not  disclosed. 

It  is  urged  that  this  suit  should  not  be  considered  as  against  the 
application  of  the  Treasure  Vault  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  an 
adverse  suit  against  that  claim  in  contemplation  of  the  statute.  This 
position  is  untenable.  The  Department  has  jurisdiction  over  the  laud 
until  patent  issues,  and  if  after  entry  has  been  made  the  entryman  finds 
it  necessary  to  protect  his  claim  by  an  adverse  suit  against  a  conflict- 
ing claim,  it  is  clearly  incumbent  on  the  government  to  take  notice  of 
the  result  of  the  action  and  to  act  accordingly.  Suppose,  for  instance, 
that  the  Ellen  Morgan  was  the  successful  party  in  this  action  and  was 
awarded  the  right  of  possession  of  the  ground  in  controversy,  could  it 
be  maintained  that  the  Department  should  ignore  that  judgment  and 
issue  its  patent  to  the  Treasure  Vault,  notwithstanding  the  judgment! 
What  would  be  the  result  of  such  a  procedure Y  There  would  be  two 
patents  out  for  the  same  territory,  because  the  Ellen  Morgan  would 
clearly  be  entitled  to  the  possession  and  patent  on  its  judgment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Department  should  be  advised  of  the  result 
of  the  action  of  the  Treasure  Vault  against  the  Ellen  Morgan  and  be 
controlled  thereby  in  issuing  its  patent  to  the  former. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  modified,  and  you  will  require  the 
appellants  to  have  an  amended  survey  made  of.  the  Treasure  Vault, 
excluding  the  ground  awarded  the  Tenderfoot  by  the  judgment  of  the 
United  States  circuit  court;  also  to  file  the  judgment  roll  in  its  suit 
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against  tbe  Ellen  Morgan,  and  if  it  is  foand  that  the  jadgmeut  was  in 
favor  of  the  latter  tbe  territory  awarded  it  should  also  be  excladed  in 
said  amended  sarvey.  You  will  give  the  appellants  reasonable  time 
to  comply  with  this  order. 


INBIAK  LANDS-ACTS  OF  JUNE  5,  1878,  AND  FEBBUABT  11,  1874. 

Breannan  V.  Febbell. 

The  act  of  Jnne  5, 1872,  in  providing  for  the  sarvey  and  dlBposition  of  fifteen  town- 
ships ''above  the  Lo  Lo  Fork''  contemplated  entire  townships  irrespective  of  the 
time  when  said  survey  might  be  made,  either  in  whole  or  in  part. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  February  11,  1874,  in  extending  the  benefit  of  the 
homestead  act  to  sach  settlers  within  said  fifteen  townships  ''as  may  desire  to 
take  advantage  of  the  same/'  does  not  operate  to  repeal  the  general  proTisions 
for  the  disposition  of  said  lauds  made  by  the  act  of  June  5,  1872. 

The  time  allowed  to  settlers  on  said  lands,  whose  settlement  is  made  after  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  1872,  to  perfect  title  under  said  act,  and  the  amendatory  act  of  1874, 
begins  to  run  from  the  date  of  settlement. 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  10,  act  of  March  3, 1891,  with  respect  to  the  dispoMilof 
Indian  lands,  the  general  repeal  of  the  pre-emption  law,  by  section  4  of  said  act, 
does  not  afiect  the  disposition  of  these  lands  under  the  acts  of  1872  and  1874. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Septum- 
(F.  L.  O.)  ber  22^  1897.  ( W.  M.  W.) 

The  case  of  Edward  Breannan  v.  Joseph  Ferrell  has  been  considered 
npon  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  November  9, 
1895,  holding  for  cancellation  said  Breannan's  homestead  entry  as  to 
the  SB.  J  of  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  24,  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  25, 
in  T.  5  N.,  E.  20  W.,  Missoula,  Montana,  land  district. 

The  first  survey  ever  made  in  said  township  was  made  in  1872,  and 
covered  only  about  one-half  of  a  full  township.  The  remainder  of  said 
township — being  that  portion  in  which  the  land  herein  involved  is  situ- 
ated— was  made  in  the  field  in  August,  1 893,  the  plat  was  received  in  the 
local  office  in  July,  1894,  and  on  August  23  of  that  year  Joseph  Ferrell 
filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  E.  ^  of  tlie  SE.  \  of  Sec, 
24,  and  the  E.  ^  of  the  NB.  ^  of  Sec.  25  of  the  above-named  township 
and  range,  alleging  settlement  on  said  land  September  15, 1893. 

On  October  8, 1894,  Edward  Breannan  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
S.  i  of  the  SE.  I  and  the  SE.  \  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  24  and  the  NB.  \  of 
the  NE.  \  of  Sec.  25,  of  said  township  and  range. 

Tbe  claims  of  Ferrell  and  Breannan  conflict  as  to  the  SE.  \  of  the 
SE.  J  of  Sec.  24  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  said  Sec.  25. 

On  February  18,  1895,  Ferrell  made  final  proof  in  support  of  his 
claim  before  a  United  States  commissioner,  at  Hamilton,  Montana.  At 
the  time  it  was  made  Breannan  appeared  and  cross-examined  Ferrell's 
witnesses,  and  both  parties  submitted  testimony  in  sapport  of  their 
respective  claims* 
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On  March  19, 1895,  the  register  and  receiver  considered  the  evidence 
and  decided  that  Ferrell  had  acted  in  good  faith,  and  recommended 
that  his  final  proof  be  approved. 

Breannan  appealed. 

On  November  9, 1895,  your  office  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver,  and  held  Breannan's  entry  for  cancellation,  in  so  far 
as  it  conflicts  with  Ferrell's  declaratory  statement. 

Breannan  appeals. 

He  assigns  the  following  errors: 

1.  Error  in  deciding  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  sabject  to  pre-emption,  nnder 
the  act  of  Jnne  5, 1872,  and  acts  amendatory  thereto,  at  the  time  claimant  Ferrell 
made  his  D.  S.  No.  558,  or  at  any  other  time;  and  that  said  entry  shoold  stand  intact 
and  his  final  proof  (be)  approved,  and  that  Breannan's  H.  E.  No.  1132  should  be 
canceled  as  to  said  land. 

2.  Error  to  rale  that  the  quit  claim  deed  marked  exhibit  ''A''  described  the  land  in 
controversy  as  a  part  of  the  Tnrk  ranch,  and  that  said  land  was  not  a  part  of  the 
''  Derby  claim  "  pnrchased  by  said  Edward  Breannan. 

3.  Error  to  decide  that  claimant  established  a  bona  fide  residence  on  the  land  in 
•ontroversy^  and  that  he  acted  in  good  faith,  and  that  his  residence  on  the  land  had 
been  oontinnons. 

4.  Error  in  deciding  in  favor  of  the  claimant  on  the  merits. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  this  controversy  these  alleged  errors 
may  be  grouped  together  under  two  heads, — ^the  first  one  considered 
under  one  head,  and  the  three  last  under  the  other.  They  will  be  con- 
sidered in  their  inverse  order.  The  three  last  alleged  errors  relate  to 
the  facts.  The  evidence  respecting  each  one  of  them  is  conflicting  in 
character.  The  register  and  receiver  and  your  office  found  the  facts 
against  the  claims  of  the  appellant  and  in  favor  of  Ferrell.  Under 
such  circumstances  the  Department  has  repeatedly  held,  that  it  will 
not  disturb  on  appeal  the  concurring  decisions  of  the  local  officers  and 
your  office  on  questions  of  fact,  unless  clearly  wrong.  Scott  v.  King,  9 
L.  D.,  299;  Oonley  v.  Price,  Id.,  490;  Finan  v.  Palmer  et  at,  11  L.  D., 
321;  Cleveland  v.  North,  Id.,  344;  Epps  v.  Kirby,  16  L.  D.,  300. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  fails  to  disclose  any  sufficient 
reason  for  interfering  with  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  local  officers 
and  your  office  upon  the  facts.  This  disposes  of  the  second,  third  and 
fourth  specifications  of  error  alleged  in  the  appeal. 

The  only  remaining  questions  to  be  determined  are  raised  by  the 
first  specification  of  error.  Ferrell  filed  his  declaratory  statement 
under  the  act  of  June  5, 1872  (17  Stat.,  226),  and  bases  his  claim  to  the 
land  in  controversy  upon  said  act.  If  for  any  reason  the  land  in  con- 
troversy is  not  subject  to  disposition  under  the  act  of  1872  and  amend- 
ments thereto,  then  Ferrell's  claim  must  necessarUy  be  denied;  if  the 
land  in  controversy  is  subject  to  disposal  under  said  act  and  amend- 
ments to  it,  then  Ferrell's  right  to  such  land,  as  against  Breannan's 
claim,  must  be  upheld  and  sustained. 

The  land  involved  herein  is  situated  in  the  valley  of  the  Bitter  Boot 
Eiver  in  Montana  above  the  Lo-lo  fork  of  said  nver,  and  in  order  to 
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determine  the  question  raised  by  the  first  specification  of  error  in  the 
appeal,  it  seems  to  be  necessary  to  examine  into  the  condition  of  the 
land  in  qaestion  before  and  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
June  5, 1872,  and  since  that  time. 

By  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  chiefs,  headmen  and 
delegates  of  the  Flathead  and  other  confederated  tribes  of  Indians,  con- 
cluded at  HeU  Gate  in  the  Bitter  Boot  Valley,  July  16, 1856,  ratified 
by  the  Senate  March  8, 1859  (12  Stat.,  975),  certain  lands  were  ceded  to 
the  United  States  by  said  Indians,  out  of  which  was  carved  an  Indian 
reservation  called  the  Jocko  reservation.    The  11th  article  of  said  treaty 

provided  that  the  Bitter  Root  VaUey  above  Loo-lo  fork,  shall  be  carefuny  surveyed 
and  examined,  and  if  it  shall  prove,  in  the  judgment  of  the  President,  to  be  better 
adapted  to  the  wants  of  the  Flathead  tribe  than  the  general  reservation  provided  for 
in  this  treaty,  then  snch  portions  of  it  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  set  apart  as  a 
separate  reservation  for  said  tribe.  No  portion  of  the  Bitter  Root  Valley,  above  the 
Loo-lo  fork,  shall  be  open  to  settlement  onttl  such  examination  is  had  and  the 
decision  of  the  President  made  known. 

On  the  14th  of  November,  1871,  the  President  issued  his  proclamation 
reciting  that: 

The  Bitter  Root  Valley,  above  the  Loo-lo  fork,  in  the  territory  of  Montana,  haying 
been  carefnUy  surveyed  and  examined,  in  accordance  with  the  eleventh  article  of 

the  treaty  of  July  16, 1855,  concluded  at  Hell  Gate  in  the  Bitter  Root  VaUey 

has  proved,  in  the  judgment  of  the  President,  not  to  be  better  adapted  to  the  wants 
of  the  Flathead  tribe  than  the  general  reservation  provided  for  in  said  treaty.  It  is 
therefore  deemed  unnecessary  to  set  apart  any  portion  of  said  Bitter  Root  Valley  as 
a  separate  reservation  for  Indians  referred  to  in  said  treaty. 

It  was  further  ordered  and  directed  that  all  Indians  residing  in  said 
Bitter  Boot  Valley  should  be  removed  to  the  reservation  provided  for  in 
the  second  article  of  the  treaty  of  1855;  that  an  appraisement  of  the 
improvements  made  by  the  Indians  upon  any  lands  of  the  Bitter  Boot 
Valley  should  be  made.    Said  proclamation 

further  ordered  that,  after  the  removal  herein  directed  shaU  have  been  made,  the 
Bitter  Root  Valley  aforesaid  shall  be  open  to  settlement.  (See  Executive  orders  relat- 
ing to  Indian  Reserves  issued  prior  to  April  1, 1890,  pp.  40  and  41.) 

An  examination  of  the  plats  of  survey  of  your  office  discloses  the  fact 
that  a  part  of  T.  12,  B.  20  below  the  Lo-lo  fork  was  surveyed  in  1870, 
and  that  no  part  of  the  Bitter  Boot  Valley  cbbove  the  Lo-lo  fork  of  said 
river  was  surveyed  until  1872,  that  portions  of  said  valley  above  the 
Lo-lo  fork  were  surveyed  in  the  years  1872, 1879, 1889, 1890, 1891, 1893 
and  1893.  A  plat  showing  said  surveys  in  different  colors  has  been 
prepared  in  your  office  and  accompanies  this  decision  for  the  purpose 
of  reference.  The  yellow-colored  part  of  said  plat  shows  the  land  which 
was  surveyed  in  1872,  and  that  portion  within  the  red  lines  shows  the 
land  which  was  surveyed  in  1893. 

The  act  of  June  5, 1872  (17  Stat.,  226),  by  the  first  section  made  it 
the  duty  of  the  President,  as  soon  as  practicable^  to  remove  the  Flat- 
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head  and  other  Indians  connected  with  said  tribe  from  the  Bitter  Eoot 
Yalley,  in  the  then  territory  of  Montana,  to  the  Jocko  reservation^ 
created  by  the  treaty  of  1856,  %wj^a. 
The  second  section  of  said  act  provided: 

That  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  passage  of  this  act^  the  sarveyor-general  of 
Montana  Territory  shall  cause  to  be  surveyed,  as  other  public  lands  of  the  Unite<l 
States  are  surveyed,  the  lands  in  the  Bitter  Goot  Valley  lying  above  the  Lo-lo  fork 
of  the  Bitter  Soot  river;  and  said  lands  shall  be  open  to  settlement,  and  shall  be 
sold  in  legal  subdivisions  to  actual  settlers  only,  the  same  being  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  or  having  duly  declared  their  intention  to  become  such  citizens,  said 
settlers,  being  heads  of  families,  or  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  in  quantities  not 
exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  to  each  settler,  at  the  price  of  one  dollar  and 
twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  payment  to  be  made  in  cash  within  twenty-one  months 
from  the  date  of  settlement,  or  of  the  passage  of  this  act.  The  sixteenth  and  thirty- 
sixth  sections  of  said  lands  shall  be  reserved  for  school  purposes  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law.  Townsites  in  said  valley  may  be  reserved  and  entered  as  provided 
by  law:  Provided,  That  no  more  than  fifteen  townships  of  the  lands  so  surveyed 
shaU  be  deemed  to  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act :  And  provided  further, 
That  none  of  the  lands  in  said  valley  above  the  Lo-lo  fork  shall  be  open  to  settle- 
ment under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States.  An  account 
shall  be  kept  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  proceeds  of  said  lands,  and  out 
of  the  first  moneys  arising  therefrom  there  shall  be  reserved  and  set  apart  for  the 
use  of  said  Indians  the  sum  of  fifty  thousand  dollars,  to  be  by  the  President  expended 
in  annual  installments,  in  such  manner  as  in  his  judgment  shall  be  for  the  best  good 
of  said  Indians,  but  no  more  than  five  thousand  dollars  shall  be  expended  in  any  one 
year. 

The  act  of  February  11, 1874  (18  Stat.,  15),  provides: 

That  the  time  of  sale  and  payment  of  pre-empted  lands  in  the  Bitter  Root  Valley, 
in  the  Territory  of  Montana,  is  hereby  extended  for  the  period  of  two  years  from 
the  time  allotted  in  the  act,  entitled  ''An  act  to  provide  for  the  removal  of  the  Flat- 
head and  other  Indians  from  the  Bitter  Root  Valley,  in  the  Territory  of  Montana," 
approved  June  fifth,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  act  is  hereby  extended  to  aU  settlers  on 
said  lands  who  may  desire  to  take  advantage  of  the  same. 

The  act  of  June  5, 1872,  clearly  contemplated  that  fifteen  townships  of 
land,  above  Lo-lo  fork  of  the  Bitter  Eoot  river,  except  sections  sixteen 
and  thirty-six  and  townsites  in  each  township,  should  be  set  apart  and 
sold  for  cash  to  actual  settlers  possessing  the  qualifications,  and  upon 
the  terms  and  conditions  specified  in  the  act.  The  proceeds  of  the 
sales  of  said  lands  were  to  be  <<  reserved  and  set  apart  for  the  use  of" 
the  Indians  referred  to  in  said  act,  and  were  to  be  expended  by  the 
President  in  annual  installments,  in  such  manner  as  in  his  judgment 
"shall  be  for  the  best  ijood  of  said  Indians."  The  act  amounted  to  a 
legislative  reservation,  from  disposition  under  the  homestead  or  pre- 
emption laws,  of  all  the  land  embraced  in  the  fifteen  townships.  The 
reservation  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  fund  by  the  sale  of 
the  land,  except  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six,  and  the  townsites 
included  in  said  townships.  The  fund  to  be  raised  from  such  sales  was 
to  be  expended  in  a  particular  manner,  L  e.,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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Indians  named  in  the  act*  By  its  terms  '^none  of  the  lands  in  said  val- 
ley above  the  Lo-lo  fork"  were  to  be  ^^open  to  settlement  nnder  the 
homestead  and  preemption  laws  of  the  United  States.'' 

This  act  being  passed  after  the  President's  order  of  November  14, 
1871,  declaring  said  lands  open  to  settlement,  would  in  effect  abrogate 
and  supersede  said  executive  order  in  so  far  as  it  declared  the  lands  in 
the  Bitter  Boot  Valley  above  the  Lo-lo  fork  open  to  settlement. 

By  reference  to  the  plat  before  referred  to,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
Land  Department  took  steps  to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  the  act 
of  1872  by  causing  a  survey  of  fifteen  townships,  a  part  of  which  are 
fractional — one  of  the  fractional  townships  being  T.  5  K.,  B.  20  W.,  in 
which  the  land  in  controversy  is  situated.  A  copy  of  said  survey  was 
filed  in  the  proper  local  land  office.  This  survey  was  approved  as 
designating  the  fifteen  townships  contemplated  by  the  act  of  1872. 
See  Hinchman  et  al.  v.  McGlain,  12  L.  D.,  49. 

In  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1872,  and  the  action  of  the 
Department  respecting  the  township  in  which  the  land  involved  is  situ- 
ated, it  is  clear  that  the  contention  of  counsel  for  Breannan,  that  the 
act  of  1872  never  applied  to  the  land  in  controversy,  is  not  well  taken. 
While  it  is  true  that  only  about  one-half  of  said  township  was  surveyed 
and  plat  filed  in  1872,  and  the  remaining  portion  of  it  was  not  surveyed 
until  1893,  both  surveys  covered  portions  of  the  same  township;  these 
facts  do  not  take  the  land  in  controversy  out  of  the  act  of  1872,  for  it 
referred  to  whole  townships  irrespective  of  the  time  or  times  the  survey 
tliereof  might  be  made  or  completed. 

The  next  question  that  arises  is,  what  effect,  if  any,  did  the  act  of 
1874  have  upon  claimants  under  the  act  of  1872,  of  lands  included  in 
the  fifteen  townships  required  by  said  act  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
used  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians.  Said  acts  being  in  pari  t/ta^ma 
should  be  construed  together;  and  if  their  respective  provisions  can  be 
harmonized,  then  both  should  be  given  force  and  carried  out.  The  act 
of  1872  required  to  be  surveyed  "  the  lands  in  the  Bitter  Root  Valley 
lying  above  the  Lo-lo  fork  of  the  Bitter  Boot  river."  This  evidently 
means  that  all  the  land  in  the  Bitter  Boot  river  valley  above  the  Lolo 
fork  should  be  surveyed.  Out  of  all  such  lands  so  required  to  be  sur- 
veyed ''no  more  than  fifteen  townships"  were  to  be  subject  to  sale 
under  the  act;  all  the  remaining  lands  so  situated  were  withheld  from 
disposition  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws.  Under  said 
act  lands  in  said  valley,  situated  outside  of  the  fifteen  townships,  occu- 
pied the  status  of  reserved  lands  after  they  should  be  surveyed.  Inas- 
much as  the  land  involved  in  this  controversy  is  within  one  of  the  fif* 
teen  townships  set  apart  under  the  act  of  1872  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Indians,  it  is  not  material  to  determine  whether  the  lands  in  said 
valley  situated  outside  of  the  fifteen  townships  have  been  released  from 
reservation  by  the  act  of  1874,  or  whether  such  lands  are  subject  to 
entry  under  the  homestead  law  since  the  passage  of  said  act.    In  deter* 
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mining  this  case  these  qnestions  are  not  material;  therefore,  the  dis- 
cassion  will  be  confined  to  the  effect  of  the  act  of  1874,  in  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  lands  within  the  fifteen  townships  reqoired  to  be  disposed  of 
under  the  act  of  1872. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  1874  extended  the  time  of  sale  and 
payment  for  a  period  of  two  years  from  the  time  allowed  by  the  act  of 
1872,  for  such  lauds  as  were  authorized  to  be  sold  under  the  act  of  1872. 
The  second  section  extended  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  act  to  such 
settlers  in  the  Bitter  Boot  Valley  ^^  as  may  desire  to  take  advantage  of  the 
same.''  This  language  is  permissive  in  character,  and  does  not  imply 
tbat  settlers  on  lands  included  within  the  fifteen  townships  may  not,  if 
they  so  elect,  acquire  title  to  such  lands  under  the  act  of  1872. 

Repeals  by  implication  are  not  favored.  There  is  no  repealing  clause 
in  the  act  of  1874,  nor  is  there  anything  in  the  language  used  in  it  to 
indicate  that  Congress  intended  by  its  passage  to  repeal  that  portion  of 
the  act  of  1872  which  related  to  the  disposal  of  land  in  the  Bitter  Boot 
Valley  to  the  extent  of  fifteen  townships^ 

There  is  no  such  inconsistency  between  the  acts  of  1872  and  1874  as 
would  justify  the  conclusion  that  both  of  said  acts  may  not  stand. 

A  question  somewhat  similar  to  the  one  here  presented  came  before 
the  Department  in  the  case  of  Wenie  et  aL  v.  Frost,  4  L.  D.,  145,  6 
L.  D.J  175,  and,  on  review,  Id.,  539;  again,  on  review,  9  L.  D.,  588.  Said 
case  finally  reached  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  and  was 
decided  March  4, 1895.  See  Frost  v.  Wenie,  157  U.  S.,  46  et  seq.  The 
Department  held,  in  effect,  and  the  supreme  court  approved  the  find- 
ing, that  where  two  statutes  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  same 
matter,  and  are  not  absolutely  irreconcilable,  and  no  purpose  to  repeal 
tbe  earlier  act  is  expressed  or  clearly  indicated,  the  court  will,  if  pos- 
sible, give  efi'ect  to  both  acts. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  Breannan  that  FerrelPs  declaratory  state- 
ment was  illegal  and  invalid,  for  the  reason  that  settlement  was  not 
made  until  September  15, 1893,  or  until  after  the  repeal  of  the  pre-emp- 
tion law  by  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

The  claim  that  FerrelPs  declaratory  statement  was  invalid,  for  the 
reason  that  settlement  was  not  made  until  1893,  may  be  briefly  exam- 
ined before  considering  the  question  as  to  whether  the  act  of  1872  was 
repealed  by  the  act  of  1891. 

The  act  of  1872  required  payment  for  land  to  be  made  **  within 
twenty-one  months  from  tbe  date  of  settlement,  or  of  the  passage  of 
this  act."  As  to  the  time  allowed  purchasers  under  its  provisions,  it 
gave  all  settlers  on  the  lands  at  the  time  the  act  was  passed  twenty- 
one  months  after  the  act  was  passed  to  make  payment,  without  respect 
to  the  time  they  had  been  residing  on  said  lands;  in  this  respect  it 
related  to  existing  settlers  on  the  land.  It  also  clearly  contemplated 
such  settlers  as  might  make  settlement  after  the  act  was  passed.  The 
limitation  as  to  the  time  within  which  future  settlers  were  required  to 
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pay  for  the  land  commenced  to  run  "from  the  date  of  settlement,"  and 
not  from  the  passage  of  the  act.  The  iirst  section  of  the  act  of  1874 
simply  extended  the  time  of  sale  and  payment  of  pre-empted  lauds 
"for  the  period  of  two  years  from  the  time  allotted  in  the  act  of  1872. 

Ferrell's  settlement  npon  the  tract  in  dispute  was  made  on  September 
15, 1893,  and  he  made  his  proof  February  18, 1895,  seventeen  months 
and  three  days  after  his  settlement,  which  was  in  ample  time  under  the 
law. 

The  question  as  to  whether  tlie  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095), 
repealed  the  acts  of  1872  and  1874  will  next  be  considered. 

The  fourth  section  of  said  act  is  as  follows: 

That  chapter  four  of  title  thirty-two,  excepting  sections  twenty-two  handred  and 
Beventy-five,  twenty-two  hundred  aud  seventy-six,  twenty -two  hundred  and  eighty- 
six,  of  the  Ke vised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  aU  other  laws  allowing  pre- 
emption of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  are  hereby  repealed,  bat  all 
bona-fide  claims  lawfully  initiated  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  under  any  of  said 
provisions  of  law  so  repealed,  may  be  perfected  upon  due  compliance  with  law,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions,  and  subject  to  the  same 
limitations,  forfeitures,  and  contests  as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed. 

The  language  used  in  the  foregoing  section  is  broad  and  comprehen- 
sive in  its  scope.  At  the  same  time  this  section  must  be  construed  in 
connection  with  other  provisions  of  the  act  in  which  it  is  found.  In 
other  words,  the  whole  act  must  be  construed  together.  Section  ten  of 
said  act  is  as  follows: 

That  nothing  In  this  act  shall  change,  repeal,  or  modify  any  agreements  or  treaties 
made  with  any  Indian  tribes  for  the  disposal  of  their  lands,  or  of  land  ceded  to  the 
United  States  to  be  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  such  tribes  and  the  proceeda  thereof 
to  be  placed  in  the  treasury  of  the  United  States;  and  the  disposition  of  saeh  lands 
shall  continue  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  treaties  or  agreements, 
except  as  provided  in  section  5  of  this  act. 

Section  5  of  the  act  amends  sections  2289  and  2290  of  the  Revised 
Statutes.    These  sections  refer  to  homestead  entries  of  public  lands. 

In  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  t;.  Eberhard,  19  L.  D.,  532, 
and  the  same  v.  Haynes,  20  L.  D.,  90,  the  Department  held  that  the 
lands  in  the  Bitter  Root  Valley  above  the  Lo-lo  fork  were  within  the 
reservation  created  by  the  Indian  treaty  of  July  16, 1855,  and  there- 
fore excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad.  In 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  t?.  McClay  et  aL  the  United  States 
circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit  held  the  same  view.  See 
61  Fed.  Rep.,  554.  As  hereinbefore  shown,  the  act  of  1872  embraced 
in  its  provisions  lands  that  had  theretofore  been  reserved  by  treaty 
with  the  Indians.  The  lands  authorized  to  be  sold  by  the  terms  of  said 
act  were  to  be  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  said  Indians;  the  first 
moneys  derived  from  the  sales  of  such  lauds,  to  the  amount  of  $50,000, 
were  to  be  <^  reserved  and  set  apart "  for  the  Indians;  an  account  of  the 
proceeds  was  to  be  kept.  It  is  clear  that  under  the  tenth  section  of 
the  act  of  1891,  the  disposition  of  these  lands  is  to  conUnae  in  accord* 
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ance  with  the  act  of  1872  and  the  act  of  1874,  except  as  to  such  settlers 
on  said  lands  as  may  desire  to  m<ake  entries  under  the  homestead  law; 
that  said  section  clearly  takes  the  disposition  of  the  land  in  question 
out  of  the  repealiug  provisions  of  section  4  of  said  act. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  your  office  decision  appealed  from  is 
affirmed. 

This  decision,  which  reaches  the  same  conclusion  as  that  of  Septem- 
ber 8, 1897,  is  substituted  therefor. 


OSXAHOMA  liANDS— SETTLXTBOTNT  "RLOBTSU 

Jackson  bt  al.  v.  Gakbett. 

Going  upon  the  land  may  be  properly  regarded  the  initial  act  of  settlement,  as 
between  parties  that  make  the  race  at  the  honr  of  opening,  and  are  aware  of  a 
common  intent  to  settle  on  the  same  tract. 

On  a  charge  of  prior  settlement  against  a  homestead  entry  the  contest  must  fail,  if 
the  fact  of  actual  priority  is  not  shown  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 

The  fact  that  a  contestant  may  waive  a  charge,  made  by  him  against  an  entry,  does 
not  relieve  the  Department  from  the  duty  of  ascertaining  from  the  record  the 
iaots,  bearing  on  an  alleged  violation  of  law,  that  may  directly  affect  the  integ- 
rity of  the  entry. 

Presence  within  the  territory  during  the  inhibited  period  does  not  operate  as  a  dis- 
qualification  if  no  advantage  is  sought  or  gained  thereby. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  Office^ 
(P.  L.  O.)  September  22, 1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

This  case  is  before  the  Department  on  two  motions  for  review  of 
departmental  decision  herein  of  August  28, 1896,  sustaining  the  home- 
stead entry  of  the  defendant,  Samuel  G.  Garrett,  for  the  SW.  J  of  Sec. 
18,  T.  17  lS.y  R.  1  B.,  Guthrie,  Oklahoma. 

This  land  is  embraced  within  the  Iowa  reservation,  which  became 
open  to  settlement  and  entry  at  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  September  22, 
1891,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  13,  1891  (26  Stat., 
758),  and  the  President's  proclamation  of  September  18, 1891  (27  Stat., 
989).  The  tract  is  located  on  the  western  boundary  line  of  the  reser- 
vation. The  town  of  Laugston  lies  immediately  adjacent  thereto  on 
the  west. 

On  the  day  of  the  opening  all  of  the  parties,  to  wit,  Marinda  Jackson, 
Annie  Allen,  Albert  L.  Ayers,  and  Samuel  G.  Garrett,  were  located 
within  a  few  feet  of  each  other,  on  the  line  near  the  southwest  corner 
of  the  tract.  The  twelve  o'clock  signal  was  given  by  the  firing  of  a  gun 
in  the  hands  of  a  deputy  United  States  marshal,  and  each  of  the  par- 
ties named  stepped  directly  across  the  line  onto  the  land  in  controversy, 
asserting  claim  thereto.  Immediately  after  driving  a  stake,  Garrett 
started  to  the  local  oflBce  and  made  entry  of  land.  This  entry  was  con- 
tested by  Ayers,  alleging  priority  of  settlement,  and  claiming  that 
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Garrett  was  disqualified  by  reason  of  <' soonerism."  Mrs.  Jackson  and 
Mrs.  Allen  applied  to  enter  the  land,  each  alleging  prior  settlement  as 
against  Ayers  and  Garrett,  but  not  as  against  each  other,  they  each 
admitting  that  their  settlements  were  simultaneous. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  all  parties  appearing  before  the  local  office  on 
May  16, 1892.  Trial  was  duly  had,  and  on  December  16, 1893,  the  local 
ofQcers  held  that  the  charge  of  ^^soonerism"  on  the  part  of  Garrett  had 
not  been  sustained,  that  the  parties  made  simultaneous  settlement,  but 
that  Garrett  was  the  first  to  make  substantial  improvements  and  entry, 
and  recommended  that  Garrett's  entry  be  held  intact. 

On  appeal  your  office  reversed  the  local  officers,  holding  that  Garrett 
was  disqualified  by  reason  of  premature  entry,  and  held  his  entry  for 
cancellation  for  that  reason;  and  further  held  that  the  respective  set- 
tlements of  the  other  parties  were  simultaneous,  and  directed  a  division 
of  the  laud  between  Ayers,  Allen  and  Gox. 

On  appeal  from  your  office,  it  was  here  held: 

Ayers  not  only  aUeges  priority  of  settlement,  which  places  npon  him  the  burden 
of  proof  to  maintain  that  allegation,  but  he  likewise  alleges  that  Garrett  was  not 
the  prior  settler,  which  allegation  he  should  sustain  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence. 
At  the  hearing  the  plaintiff  waived  the  proving  of  the  charge  of  disqualification, 
and  to  consider  what  testimony  was  introduced  on  that  point  would  be  taking 
advantage  of  the  fact  that  Garrett  was  not  afforded  full  opportunity  to  defend  that 
charge,  and  his  objection  to  its  being  considered  is  sustained. 

In  the  matter  of  settlement  it  has  been  found,  both  by  the  local  office  and  your 
office,  that  Jackson,  Garrett  and  Ayers  went  npon  the  land  at  the  same  time.  An 
examination  of  the  record  sustains  this  finding,  and  it  must,  therefore,  be  held  that 
Jackson  and  Ayers  have  not  sustained  their  allegations  by  a  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence.   In  view  of  this,  the  entry  of  Garrett  must  stand  intact. 

IlAiis  decision  is  alleged  to  be  erroneous,  substantially  in  this: 

First:  That  the  mere  going  upon  the  land  by  either  of  the  parties 
was  no  notice  to  the  others;  that  the  first  act  of  giving  notice  of  which 
either  of  the  others  was  charged,  was  the  driving  of  stakes  or  claiming 
the  land  by  word  of  mouth,  and  each  insists  that  his  acts  in  this  regard 
were  in  advance  of  all  others ; 

Second :  That  the  record  shows  Garrett  to  have  gone  upon  the  land 
prematurely,  and  the  government  being  a  party  in  interest,  it  was 
error  to  refuse  to  consider  testimony  introduced  on  that  point,  although 
the  contestants  had  waived  that  charge  in  the  record  when  called  upon 
to  make  a  deposit  to  cover  all  expenses  of  taking  testimony  in  relation 
thereto. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  record  shows  that  Garrett  made  his  first 
act  of  settlement  on  land  other  than  that  here  involved,  but  the  clear 
preponderance  of  the  testimony  shows  that  he  stuck  his  stake  on  the 
quarter  section  here  in  issue. 

The  record  has  been  carefiilly  examined.  The  conflict  of  testimony 
is  so  great  as  to  be  altogether  inexplicable  except  on  the  theory  that 
many  of  the  witnesses  were  not  testifying  in  good  faith« 
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I  think  it  is  absolutely  certain,  however,  that  all  of  the  parties 
stepped  onto  the  land  at  practically  the  same  instant  of  time.  It  is 
not  material,  in  my  judgment,  which  stake  was  driven  first,  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  fairly  inferable  from  the  record  that  each  of  the  par- 
ties knew  of  the  others'  intention  to  settle  on  this  particular  land. 
Your  ofSce  so  found;  and  while  there  was  no  evidence  introduced  spe- 
cifically with  reference  to  this  fact,  there  are  many  things  in  the  record 
to  justify  this  finding.  This  being  true,  the  going  on  the  land,  as 
between  these  parties,  was  the  initial  act.  Each  had  notice  of  the 
others'  intention,  and  it  was  simply  a  question  of  who  got  on  the  land 
first.  All  subsequent  acts  of  settlement,  as  between  them,  relating 
back  to  that  time.  It  follows,  therefore,  these  parties  having  made 
simultaneous  settlement,  the  entry  of  Garrett  must  stand,  unless  he  is 
disqualified  by  going  on  the  land  during  the  prohibited  period.  Sum- 
ner V.  Eoberts  (23  L.  D.,  201.) 

The  Department  was  in  error  in  the  decision  under  review  in  sustain- 
ing the  objection  of  Garrett  to  the  consideration  of  testimony  relating 
to  this  alleged  disqualification. 

The  government  is  always  a  party  in  interest  in  litigations  of  this 
character,  and  the  fact  that  the  contestant  waived  the  charge  of  dis- 
qualification, did  not  relieve  the  Department  of  the  duty  of  ascertain- 
ing from  the  record  the  facts  bearing  on  an  alleged  violation  of  law, 
which  went  directly  to  the  integrity  of  the  entry. 

The  record  has  now  been  examined  with  special  reference  to  this 
issue  between  Garrett  and  the  government,  and  it  is  found  that  it  is  not 
shown  by  a  clear  preponderance  of  the  testimony  that  Garrett  was  on 
this  land  or  in  prohibited  territory  during  the  prohibited  period.  This, 
like  all  the  other  questions  in  the  case,  is  made  difficult  to  decide  by 
a  conflict  of  testimony  which  is  irreconcilable.  But  it  is  clear  that  he 
could  have  had  no  motive  in  going  on  the  land  inimical  to  the  govern- 
ment or  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  others,  and  it  is  absolutely  certain, 
that  if  he  was  on  the  land  he  secured  no  advantage  thereby  over  these 
contestants  or  any  other  person.  He  lived  in  Langston  and  had  lived 
there  for  some  time.  iN'early  the  whole  of  this  quarter  section  is  in 
plain  view  from  the  town,  and  everybody  who  lived  there  knew,  or 
could  have  known,  all  about  the  tract,  without  violating  the  law. 

The  entry  of  Garrett  will  remain  intact,  subject  to  his  compliance 
with  law. 

The  motions  for  review  are  denied* 


Bntdeb  v.  Walleb. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  July  12,  1897,  25 
L.  D.,  7,  denied  September  22, 1897,  by  Acting  Secretary  Davis« 
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HOM£ST£AB  CONTEST-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT— AMENDMENT. 

Hadley  V.  Walter. 

A  settler  who  makes  entry  for  part  of  the  land  covered  by  his  settlement  claim,  and 
contests  a  prior  entry  covering  the  remainder,  may  be  permitted  to  amend  bis 
first  entry,  so  as  to  include  the  whole  of  his  original  claim,  on  the  successful 
termination  of  his  contest. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(P.L.C.)  September  22^  1897.  (C.W.P.) 

This  case  involves  the  right  to  the  K  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  28,  T.  28 
K.,  R.  9  W.,  Alva  laud  district,  Oklahoma  Territory. 

The  record  shows  that  on  November  7, 1893,  the  contestee,  John  W. 
Walter,  made  homestead  entry  No.  2713,  of  the  N.  i  of  the  SW.  J  and 
the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  said  section  28;  that  on  November  14, 1893, 
the  contestant,  Alfonso  W.  Hadley,  made  homestead  entry  No.  2937  of 
the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  said  section,  and  on  November  18,  following, 
filed  affidavit  of  contest  as  to  the  N.  ^  of  said  SW.  ij  alleging  that  he 
made  settlement  on  said  SW.  J  prior  to  said  entry, 

A  hearing  was  liad  on  January  3,  1895. 

On  July  27, 1895,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision,  recom- 
mending that  said  contest  be  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
had  exhausted  his  homestead  riglit.  The  plaintiff  appealed.  Yoar 
office  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers.  The  plaintiff  appeals 
to  the  Department. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  contestant  went  upon  the  SW.  i  of  said 
section  on  October  25, 1893,  and  threw  up  several  mounds  of  earth  on 
different  parts  of  the  tract;  that  he  then  went  into  the  camp  of  the 
parties  who  accompanied  him  into,  the  Territory,  where  he  spent  the 
nighty  that  on  the  following  morning,  he  returned  to  the  land,  and 
plowed  around  the  quarter  section,  as  nearly  as  he  could  tell  where  the 
lines  ran.  He  also  started  a  well  near  the  centre  of  the  claim,  which 
he  dug  to  the  depth  of  three  or  four  feet.  He  then  went  to  his  home 
in  Lyons,  Kansas,  to  get  money  with  which  to  file  on  the  claim.  There 
he  found  his  wife  and  children  sick,  and  went  to  work  to  support  them, 
and  as  soon  as  they  were  better  he  went  to  Alva,  to  make  entry  of  the 
land.  When  he  arrived  at  the  land  office  he  found  a  larjje  crowd  there, 
waiting  to  lile,  and  had  to  wait  ten  days  before  he  could  file,  when  he 
found  that  the  N.  i  of  the  quarter  section  had  been  filed  on.  Acting 
on  the  advice  of  counsel,  he  then,  on  November  14,  1893,  made  his 
homestead  entry  for  the  S.  ^  of  the  tract,  at  the  same  time  executing 
his  affidavit  of  contest,  which  he  filed  November  18,  1893.  He  then 
went  back  to  his  home  in  Kansas,  with  the  intention  of  moving  upon 
the  land  as  soon  as  possible,  but  was  out  of  money  and  went  to  work, 
but  was  taken  ill  with  pneumonia  about  the  third  of  December,  and 
lay  ill  in  bed  until  about  the  first  of  March.  His  children  were  also 
sick,  and  he  could  not  return  to  the  land  until  March,  1894,  when  he 
went  upon  bis  claim,  and  built  a  shanty,  and  on  or  about  March  22, 
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1894,  established  residence  on  the  land,  and  has  resided  tliere  since 
that  time.    He  has  about  forty  acres  of  land  under  cultivation. 

The  contestee,  Walter,  went  upon  the  S.  J  of  the  N  W.  J  of  the  sec- 
tion on  September  27, 1803,  and  set  a  stake,  and  October  25,  1893,  he 
started  a  dugout  on  the  land  in  controversy.  On  November  7, 1893, 
he  made  his  entry.  He  then  returned  to  his  home  in  Kansas,  where  he 
remained  until  February  14,  1894,  when  he  came  back  to  his  claim, 
built  a  house,  and  on  March  14, 1894,  he  established  his  home  upon  the 
land,  and  has  continued  to  reside  thereon  since  that  time.  He  has 
about  twenty-three  acres  of  land  in  cultivation. 

Your  office,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers,  simply  held 
that  the  contestant  had  exhausted  his  homestead  right  by  mnking 
entry  of  the  S.  i  of  the  quarter  section.  But  in  the  view  I  take  of  the 
case  it  is  necessary  to  decide  the  question  of  priority  of  settlement. 

It  is  well  settled  that  one  who  claims  the  right  to  make  a  homestead 
entry  by  reason  of  priority  of  settlement,  must  show  that  the  alleged 
settlement  was  followed  up  within  a  reasonable  time  by  the  establish- 
ment and  maintenance  of  residence.  It  must  be  conceded  that  the 
acts  of  settlement  by  the  contestant  were  a  sufficient  notice  of  his 
intention  to  claim  the  land.  But  it  is  contended  that  they  were  not 
followed  up  with  reasonable  diligence  by  residence  and  substantial 
improvements  and  cultivation,  and  the  contestant  sets  up  as  an  excuse 
for  his  failure  to  improve  the  land  and  establish  residence  at  an  earlier 
date  his  poverty  and  the  sickness  of  himself  and  his  family.  And  I 
think  the  facts  sworn  to  are  a  sufficient  excuse  and  leave  no  reasonable 
doubt  that  his  settlement  was  made  in  good  faith. 

The  question,  then,  recurs — Did  the  contestant  exhaust  his  home- 
stead right  by  making  homestead  entry  of  the  S.  i  of  the  quarter  sec- 
tion t  I  think,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  the  contestant 
can  not  be  regarded  as  having  elected  to  take  only  eighty  acres  of  land, 
and  thus  waived  his  right  to  a  larger  quantity.  He  evidently  intended 
to  take  the  whole  quarter  section,  and  simply  mistook  his  remedy. 
When  he  found  that  the  contestee  had  made  homestead  entry  of  the 
N.  J,  he  should  have  applied  to  enter  the  whole  quarter  section  and 
filed  his  contest  against  the  coutestee's  entry  of  the  N.  J.  As  it  is  said 
in  the  case  of  Crail  Wiley  (3  L.  D.,  429), 

It  is  the  dntj  of  the  Department  to  aid  rather  than  obstmct  the  prosecution  of 
settlement  rights,  and  aU  cases  should  be  fairly  heard  and  adjudged  upon  their 
merits,  without  the  restriction  of  technical  regulations, 

and  in  the  case  of  Eobert  C.  Bell  (19  L.  D.,  177,)  it  is  said,  that  no 
technical  rule  should  stand  in  the  way  of  allowing  the  claimant  to  take 
the  land  which  the  law  clearly  contemplated  that  he  might  take.  See 
also  the  case  of  Gourley  v.  Countryman  (on  review),  24  L.  D.,  342, 
where  it  was  held  that: 

The  cancellation  of  a  homestead  entry  as  to  part  of  the  land  covered  thereby ,  on 
ftccotUDt  of  an  adverse  claim,  will  not  prevent  the  entry  man  from  subsequently 
asserting  his  right  as  a  settler  to  the  entire  tract  covered  by  his  original  entry,  as 
against  a  third  party. 
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For  these  reasons,  your  office  decision  is  reversed.  Walter's  home- 
stead entry  as  to  the  K.  i  of  the  SW.  ^  of  said  section  28,  will  be  can- 
celed and  Hadley  allowed  to  amend  his  entry  so  as  to  inclade  said  If.  i 
of  the  SW.  i  of  said  section  2S. 


State  of  Ohio. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  June  16, 1897, 24  L.  D., 
522,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Davis,  September  22, 1897« 


TIMBER  CUmNG-ItArLBOAD  lilBkllTS. 

BOBEBT  0.  BOGEBS. 

Permits  to  oat  timber  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  Northern  Paoifio  grant  will 
not  be  issued  prior  to  an  offioial  snrTey  of  the  lands. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  0. )  September  22^  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  April  29, 1897,  wa«  forwarded  an  appeal  by 
Bobert  C.  Bogers  from  your  office  decision  of  March  8,  1897,  rejecting 
his  application  for  a  permit  to  cut  timber  on  certain  unsnrveyed  lands 
in  the  Missoula  land  district,  Montana,  for  the  reason  that  said  lands 
are  shown  to  be  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  ^N'orthern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company. 

Your  action  is  based  upon  departmental  decision  of  February  3, 
1892  (14  L.  D.,  126),  in  which  it  was  held  that  permits  will  not  be  issued 
under  section  8  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat,  1093),  to  cut  tim- 
ber from  the  unsurveyed  lands  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  North- 
ern Pacific  grant,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  land  is  mineral 
in  character. 

In  said  decision  it  was  held  that: 

Until  surveyed,  it  can  not,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  be  held  that  any  partion- 
lar  piece  of  land  ^ill,  upon  survey,  form  a  part  of  an  even  numbered  section. 

In  the  appeal  it  is  urged  that  by  a  private  survey  made  by  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Bailroad. Company  the  tracts  covered  by  the  permit  are 
shown  to  be  sections  10  and  12  of  township  26  north,  range  34  west 

Without  attempting  to  question  the  correctness  of  the  survey  referred 
to,  it  is  sufiicient  to  say  that  the  same  is  in  nowise  an  official  survey  of 
the  land,  and  after  a  consideration  of  the  matter  the  previous  opinion 
of  the  Department,  before  referred  to,  is  adhered  to,  and  your  office 
decision  denying  the  application  under  consideration  is  aocordingly 
affirmed* 
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OKLAHOMA  LAin>S— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Thompson  et  al.  v.  Obayeb. 

The  period  of  inhibition  agftinst  entering  upon  lands  within  the  Cherokee  Ontlet 

begins  to  run  from  the  date  of  the  President's  proclamation  opening  said  lands 

to  settlement. 
A  oontettant  whose  sncoess  Is  dependent  npon  his  showing  priority  of  settlement 

mnst  also  show  that  such  settlement  was  followed  by  the  establishment  and 

maintenance  of  residence. 

Acting  8ecret4iry  Davis  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  0.)  September  22^  1897.  (E.  M.  E.) 

This  case  involves  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  8,  T.  26  K,  E.  1  B.,  Perry  land 
district,  Oklahoma  Territory,  and  is  before  the  Department  on  motion 
for  review,  by  the  heirs  of  G.  Gottleib,  of  departmental  decision  of  date 
July  12,  1897  (unreported),  dismissing  the  contest  of  said  Gottleib 
against  the  entry  of  one  Henry  Graver  for  this  land,  canceling  the 
soldier's  declaratory  statement  of  the  said  Graver  for  the  land  in  con- 
troversy and  awarding  a  preference  right  of  entry  to  William  H, 
Thompson,  another  contestant  against  said  entry. 

When  this  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  local  officers,  they 
rendered  a  decision  recommending  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  of 
Graver,  the  dismissal  of  the  contest  of  one  Gumniings,  who  had  also 
filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry,  the  dismissal  of  the 
contest  of  Gottleib,  and  that  a  preference  right  of  entry  be  awarded  to 
said  Thompson. 

IJl)on  appeals  filed  by  Eachel  Gottleib,  widow  of  said  Gtottleib,  who 
died  February  23, 1895,  and  Cummiugs,  your  office  decision  of  March 
2, 1896,  was  rendered,  in  which  was  affirmed  the  recommendations  of 
the  local  office.  Further  appeal  by  Eachel  Gottleib  resulted  in  the 
decision  of  the  Department  now  sought  to  be  reviewed  and  set  aside. 

The  said  decision  of  the  Department  affirmed  the  judgment  of  your 
office  in  its  findings  of  fact  and  its  application  of  law  thereto. 

The  motion  for  review  alleges  various  errors  of  fact  and  law.  It  is 
contended  that  Thompson  was  disqualified  from  making  homestead 
entry  within  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  by  reason  of  having  entered 
said  Territory  in  violation  of  law  prior  to  the  time  set  therefor  by  the 
proclamation  of  the  President,  in  that,  subsequent  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  opening  said  lands  to  entry,  but  prior  to  the  proclamation 
of  the  President  fixing  a  date  therefor,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  act,  the  said  Thompson  entered  upon  said  lands,  and  it  is  maintained 
that  said  entry  disqualified  him  as  an  entryman  for  said  lands. 

The  decision  complained  of,  upon  the  facts  of  such  entry  found  as 
follows: 

From  the  eridence  of  Thompson,  as  foand  in  the  record,  it  appears  that  dnring 
this  trip  in  the  Territory  at  the  time  mentioned  aboTe,  he  passed  over  a  portion  of 
the  land  in  controversy  and  was  with  a  person  who  was  measuring  sections  in  that 
immediate  locality. 
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That  decision  admitted  that  sach  acts  apon  the  part  of  Thoiiipsou 
were  safficient  to  bring  him  within  the  rule  disqualifying  him  from 
acquiring  title  to  lauds  within  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  provided 
there  was  at  such  time — the  month  of  July — an  inhibition  against  enter- 
ing upon  said  lands,  but  under  the  authority  of  Townsite  v.  Morgan 
et  al.^  and  the  same  v.  Traugh  et  al.  (21  L.  D.,  496),  and  Bowles  r. 
Fraizer  (22  L.  D.,  310),  it  was  determined  that  at  such  time  no  prohibi- 
tion was  in  existence,  and  that  the  period  of  prohibition  commenced  to 
run  only  from  the  date  of  the  proclamation  of  the  President — ^August 
19, 1893. 

The  motion  for  review  does  not  undertake  to  cite  authorities  contrary 
to  the  rule  there  announced,  or  to  show  in  any  way  where  said  holding 
was  erroneous,  and  as  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  of  the 
Department  and  the  acts  relative  to  Oklahoma  Territory,  it  is  adhered  to. 

It  is  contended  that  the  Department  was  in  error  in  finding  that 
Thompson  ever  established  residence  upon  the  land,  in  not  finding  that 
Gottleib  settled  first,  and  that  he  within  a  reasonable  time  established 
residence  thereon,  and  that  if  he  did  not  in  a  reasonable  time,  he  was 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  force  upon  the  part  of  Thompson,  and  fur- 
ther, that  having  an  application  pending  to  enter,  until  such  applica- 
tion was  allowed  it  was  not  incumbent  upon  Oottleib  to  reside  upon 
the  land. 

In  reference  to  the  various  assignments  of  error,  it  appears  to  be 
sufficient  to  say  that  upon  all  the  material  questions  urged  by  the  peti- 
tioner, concurring  decisions  adverse  to  his  position  have  been  rendered. 
The  decision  of  the  Department  held  that  Gottleib  failed  to  comply 
with  the  requirement  of  the  law  as  to  the  establishment  and  mainte- 
nance of  residence,  and  that  the  excuses  offered  by  him  were  insuffi- 
cient. This  finding  was  conclusive  of  his  case.  The  point  now  urged 
by  his  attorney,  that  pending  the  allowance  of  his  entry  he  was  not 
compelled  to  do  so,  is  not  well  taken. 

Eights  to  agricultural  public  land  may  be  initiated  by  settlers  in 
three  ways:  by  entry,  by  contest,  and  by  settlement.  Contests  are 
divisible  into  two  classes :  first,  where  the  allegation  is  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  law  on  the  part  of  the  entryman,  irrespective  of  any  sni)e- 
rior  right  alleged  by  the  contestant;  and  second,  where  the  contest  is 
based  upon  the  assertion  of  superior  rights  and  is  not  dependent  upon 
delinquencies  upon  the  part  of  the  entryman.  The  difference  between 
these  two  classes  of  contests  is  material  and  has  been  recognized  by 
the  Department.  Hall  v.  Stone  (16  L.  D.,  199),  Cotter  v.  Mclnnis  (21 
L.  D.,  97),  and  Foote  v.  McMillen  (22  L.  D.,  280). 

Therein  it  is  held  that  where  a  contest  is  based  solely  upon  the  laches 
of  the  defendant  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  contestant  to  reside  upon 
the  land  pending  a  determine tion  of  the  contest,  but  that  a  contest 
filed,  alleging  superior  rights,  by  reason  of  prior  settlement,  to  that  of 
the  entryman,  must  be  accompanied  by  the  maintenance  of  residence. 
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The  reason  of  this  holding:  is  apparent  when  it  is  remembered  that 
pending  contest  an  entryman  must  reside  and  continue  his  improve- 
ments upon  the  land  despite  the  doubtful  tenure  of  his  holding,  and  the 
contestant  so  alleging  prior  settlement  should  be  constrained  to  do  as 
much.  Settlement  alone,  of  itself,  does  not  confer  a  complete  right. 
It  is  settlement  followed  by  residence  and  the  putting  of  record  of 
one's  claim  that  ripens  into  a  vested  right. 

It  may  be  that  where  one  alleging  prior  settlement  files  a  contest,  he 
may  elect  to  stand  by  either  the  act  of  settlement  or  the  filing  of  the 
contest.    But  in  such  a  case  election  must  be  made. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  Gottleib  acquired  no  right  by  reason  of  his  filing 
a  contest,  as  such  filing  was  subsequent  in  point  of  time  to  the  settle- 
ment of  Thompson.  Therefore  he  must  stand  upon  his  settlement — 
the  allegation  of  superior  rights  to  the  other  parties  to  the  cause — and 
so  alleging  it  is  incumbent  upon  him  not  only  to  show  settlement,  but 
continuous  residence  thereon.  This  it  has  been  held  in  all  decisions  he 
has  not  done. 

The  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


HOMXSTBAB  SNTBT-^RSSTDEN'CE-ACr  OF  JUIiT  M,  18M» 

MoPeek  v.  Sullivan  bt  al. 

Under  a  homestead  entry  made  by  the  heirs  of  a  saccessfhl  contestant  in  acoordsnoe 
with  the  act  of  July  26,  1892,  actual  residence  on  the  land  is  not  reqaiied,  if 
oultiTation  thereof  is  shown  for  the  requisite  period. 

Acting  Secretary  Da/vis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  0.)  September  22^  1897.  (G.  C.  E.) 

The  case  of  Timothy  B.  Sullivan  v.  George  8.  McPeek,  involving  lots 
1  and  2,  and  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  6,  T.  18  IsT.,  R.  3  W.,  Guthrie 
land  district,  Oklahoma,  was  decided  by  the  Department  on  October 
14, 1893  (17  L.D.,  402),  and  your  office  decision  holding  McPeek^s  entry 
of  the  land  for  cancellation  was  affirmed.  Before  the  decision  of  the 
Department  was  rendered,  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  was  made  known, 
and  a  motion  was  filed  asking  that  the  heirs  of  the  plaintiff  be  substi- 
tuted, etc.  It  ax)i)earing  that  the  heirs  of  the  contestant  were  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  the  Department  directed  that  they  be  substituted 
for  the  deceased  plaintiff,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  July  26, 1892  (27  Stat.,  270). 

In  pursuance  of  this  judgment,  John  D.  Sullivan,  on  December  27, 
1894,  made  homestead  entry  of  said  land,  the  receiver's  receipt  specially 
reciting  that  the  entry  was  made  under  section  2290  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  <<and  act  of  July  26, 1892, 27  Statutes  at 
Large  of  United  States,  page  270.'' 

The  application  was  accompanied  by  a  power  of  attorney,  made  and 
duly  acknowledged  by  William,  David  0.,  and  James  H.  Sullivan 
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and  Sarab  Duulee,  brothers  and  sister  of  deceased,  empowering  John 
D.  Sullivan 

to  make;  sign^  exeoate  and  deliver  all  papers  necessary  and  proper,  and  make  all 
entries  and  do  all  thinjj^s  necessary  for  acquiring  title  in  fee  simple  for  ns  and 
each  of  us  to  all  lands  situated  in  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  on  which  our  brother 
Timothy  B.  Sullivan  had  any  interest  or  claim  upon  whatsoever,  and  in  which  we, 
as  heirs  at  law  of  said  Timothy  B.  Sullivan,  now  deceased,  have  an  interest  and  claim 
to,  and  to  make  and  file  in  the  proper  land  office  ....  all  entries,  papers,  etc., 
....  foe  perfecting  the  title  for  us  as  sncli  heirs  ....  in  proportion  to  the  inter- 
ests to  which  we  are  entitled  as  such  heirs,  which  is  an  undivided  one-fifth  for  each 
of  us,  etc. 

On  October  27, 1896,  Joseph  S.  McPeek  filed  his  affidavit  of  oontest 
against  said  entry  (daly  corroborated),  which  reads  as  follows: 

In  the  U.  S.  Land  Office  at  Guthrie,  Oklahoma  Territory, 

Septembbr  29, 1896. 

Personally  appeared  before  me ,  a  notary  public  in  and  for  the  county 

of  Morris,  State  of  Kansas,  Joseph  S.  MoPeek  of  said  county  and  State,  who  upon 
his  oath  deposes  and  says : 

lliat  he  is  well  acquainted  with  the  tract  of  land  in  the  homestead  entry  of  John 
D.  Sullivan,  which  entry  is  numbered  12459,  and  was  made  in  the  above  named  land 
office  on  December  27, 1894,  for  lots  1  and  2,  and  the  south  half  of  the  northeast  qnar- 
ter  of  section  6,  in  township  18  north,  of  range  3  west,  in  Logan  oonnty,  Territory 
of  Oklahoma; 

That  he  knows  the  jpresent  condition  of  said  land,  and  that  the  said  homestead 
entry  was  made  by  John  D.  Sullivan  for  himself  and  other  heirs  of  Tim  B.  Sullivan, 
deceased,  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  22,  1892; 

That  the  said  John  1).  Sullivan  is  not  at  present  and  has  not  at  any  time  sinoe 
making  said  entry  established  his  residence  upon  said  land,  and  that  none  of  the 
heirs  of  said  Tim  B.  Sullivan  ever  resided  upon  said  land  and  are  not  now  residing 
thereon ; 

That  the  said  Tim  B.  Sullivan  never  resided  upon  said  land,  and  that  the  said  John 
D.  Sullivan  and  other  heirs  of  said  Tim  B.  Sullivan  succeed  to  the  interest  of  aaid 
Tim  B.  Sullivan  as  a  result  of  a  contest  of  said  Tim  B.  Sullivan  against  a  former 
homestead  entry  of  one  George  S.  McPeek,  which  said  contest  resulted  in  giving  said 
Tim  B.  Sullivan  a  preference  right  to  make  homestead  entry  upon  said  land  after 
thu  cancellation  of  the  homestead  entry  theretofore  made  thereon  by  the  said  Oeorge 
8.  McPeek ; 

That  the  said  John  D.  Sullivan  and  other  heirs  of  the  said  Tim  B.  Sullivan  have 
wholly  abandoued  said  tract  and  forfeited  their  rights  therein  by  reason  of  their 
failure  to  establish  a  residence  thereon  within  six  months  after  the  homestead  entry 
of  said  John  D.  Sullivan  was  made; 

I  believe  that  said  abandonment  still  exists  at  this  date  and  has  continued  for  a 
period  of  more  than  six  months  next  prior  to  the  date  herein ; 

That  said  tract  is  not  settled  upon  aud  resided  upon  by  said  John  D.  Sullivan  or 
any  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  Tim  B.  Sullivan  as  required  by  law,  and  this  the  said 
Joseph  S.  McPeek  is  ready  to  apportion  at  such  time  and  place  as  may  be  named  by 
the  register  and  receiver  for  the  hearing  in  this  case;  and  he  therefore  asks  to  be 
allowed  to  prove  said  allegations  and  that  said  homestead  entry  No.  12459  may  be 
declared  canceled  and  forfeited  to  the  U.  S.,  he,  the  said  Joseph  S.  MoPeek,  oon- 
testant,  paying  the  expenses  of  such  hearing. 

Service  was  had  by  publication,  and  January  11, 1897,  was  fixed  for 
the  day  of  hearing.    Upon  that  day  the  entryman,  thFoagh  hxB  attor- 
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neys,  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  because  it  failed  to  state  a  cause 
of  action. 

The  register  and  receiver  sustained  the  motion  and  dismissed  the 
contest.  On  appeal,  your  office,  by  decision  dated  March  23,  1897, 
affirmed  that  action,  and  a  further  appeal  brings  the  case  here. 

He  alleges  the  following  grounds  of  error: 

1.  In  deciding  that  residence  on  the  land  entered  by  John  D.  Sullivan 
is  not  required  of  him  or  any  of  the  other  heirs  of  the  said  Timothy  B. 
Sullivan. 

2.  Error  in  holding  that  the  entry  made  by  John  D.  Sullivan  was 
made  for  and  on  account  of  all  the  heirs  of  said  Timothy  B.  Sullivan. 

3.  In  holding  that  the  heirs  of  Tiipothy  B.  Sullivan,  all  of  whom  are 
now  residents  of  Oklahoma  Territory,  could  lawfully  make  entry  of  said 
land  and  hold  it  as  a  homestead  without  any  of  them  ever  actually 
occapying  the  same  as  a  homestead  or  residing  thereon. 

4.  That  said  decision  contravenes  the  spirit  and  purpose  of  the  home- 
stead law,  and  is  therefore  contrary  to  law. 

The  act  of  July  26, 1892  (27  Stat.,  270),  amends  the  act  of  May  14, 
1880  (21  Stat.,  141),  and  provides: 

That  sbonld  any  sach  person,  who  has  initiated  a  contest,  die  before  the  final  ter- 
mination of  the  same,  said  contest  shall  not  abate  by  reason  thereof,  but  his  heirs 
who  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  may  continue  the  prosecution  under  such  rales 
and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe,  and  said  heirs  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  same  rights  under  this  act  that  contestant  would  have  been,  if  his 
death  had  not  occurred. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  the  death  of  a  contestant  as  between 
the  parties  abated  the  contest    Basmussen  v.  Eice,  6  L.  D.,  755. 

As  to  the  second  ground  of  error  but  little  need  be  said.  John  D. 
Sullivan  in  making  the  entry  used  form  4--063,  and  in  doing  so  made 
unnecessary  statements,  such  beipg  used  by  persons  generally  who 
make  entries  <^  to  obtain  a  home  tor  myself,^  and  for  the  purpose  of 
"actual  settlement  and  cultivation,"  and  "not  acting  as  agent  of  any 
person,  corporation  ....  nor  in  collusion  with  any  person,  corporation, 
&c.,  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  the  land."  The  form  used  caused  him 
to  make  erroneous  statements  of  fact;  but,  accompanied  by  the  power 
of  attorney  above  alluded  to,  no  deception  was  practiced,  and  the 
register's  receipt  shows  that  the  entry  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
act  of  Afay  14, 1880,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  July  26,  1892  (supra). 

Moreover,  the  contest  s^davit  states  that  the  entry  was  made  by 
John  D.  Sullivan,  "  for  himself  and  other  heirs  of  Tim  B.  Sullivan, 
deceased,  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  22,  1892."  Api)el- 
lant  wiH  not  in  his  appeal  be  permitted  to  deny  what  he  stated  under 
oath  in  his  contest  aifidavit. 

Specifications  1  and  2  are  the  same  in  substance,  each  alleging  error 
in  holding  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  entryman  or  any  of  the 
heirs  for  whom  the  entry  was  made  to  actually  occupy  the  land  as  a 
homestead. 
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While  the  widow  or  heirs  are  reqaired  to  cultivate  and  improve  the 
land  entered  by  a  deceased  homesteader,  they  are  not  reqaired  to 
reside  on  the  land.    Agnew  v.  Morton,  13  L.  D.,  228. 

Nor  will  a  charge  of  abandonment  lie  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
entryman  died  within  less  than  six  months  after  making  entry  and 
prior  to  the  establishment  of  residence,  if  it  be  shown  that  the  heirs 
thereafter  coltivated  and  improved  the  land.  Swanson  v.  Wisely's 
heir,  9  L.  D.,  31^  Taner  v.  The  Heirs  of  Walter  A.  Mann,  4  L.  D.,  433. 

But  it  is  insisted  in  the  argument  that  the  heirs  are  entitled  only  to 
the  same  rights  under  the  act  of  1892  {supra)  that  contestant  would 
have  been  if  his  death  had  not  occurred,  and  that  this  right  can  not  be 
separated  from  the  obligations  which  the  entry  imposes;  that  among 
these  obligations  residence  on  the  land  is  required. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  entry  should  have  been  made  in  the  name  of 
all  the  heirs;  and  that  the  entry  made  for  the  heirs  generally  exhausts 
their  rights  individually  to  make  any  further  entry. 

The  question  as  to  whether  the  entry  made  in  behalf  of  the  heirs 
exhausts  the  rights  of  the  heirs  individually  to  make  another  entry  is 
not  involved  in  this  case.  Should  any  of  the  heirs  hereafter  apply  to 
enter  lands,  it  will  then  be  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry. 

It  is  held  in  the  case  of  Bernier  v.  Bernier,  147  U.  S.,  244,  that: 

If  there  are  adnlts  as  well  as  minor  heirs,  the  oondltions  nnder  which  such  elaim 
will  be  perfected  and  patent  issaed  are  different  from  the  conditions  required  where 
there  are  only  minor  heirs  and  both  parents  are  deceased.  In  the  one  case  the  proof 
is  to  extend  to  that  of  residence  upon  the  property,  or  its  cultivation  for  the  term 
of  five  years,  and  show  that  no  part  of  the  land  has  been  alienated  except  in  the 
instances  specified,  and  the  applicant's  citizenship  and  loyalty  to  the  government  of 
the  United  States;  but  io  the  other  case,  where  there  are  no  adult  heirs  and  only 
minor  heirs,  and  both  parents  are  deceased,  the  reqairements  exacted  in  the  first 
case  are  omitted,  and  a  sale  of  the  land  within  two  years  after  the  death  of  the 
surviving  parent  is  authorized  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants. 

The  decision  just  quoted  deals  with  the  rights  and  obligations  of 
minor  and  adult  heirs  in  their  inheritance  of  lands  (under  sections 
2291  and  2292  of  the  Revised  Statutes),  upon  which  an  entry  has  been 
made,  when  the  entryman  and  his  widow  are  both  dead.  In  such  case, 
either  residence  on  or  cultivation  of  the  land  may  be  shown  as  a  part 
of  the  requirements  when  the  adult  heirs  make  final  proo£ 

The  act  of  1892  {supra)  casts  upon  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  contestant 
(if  citizens,  etc.,)  the  same  right  to  enter  the  land  upon  the  cancellation 
of  the  former  entry  as  a  result  of  a  contest  commenced  by  the  deceased. 
Thereafter,  the  obligations  imposed  upon  such  heirs  are  no  greater 
than  those  which  are  cast  upon  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  homesteader; 
and  in  the  latter  case  cultivation  of  the  land  for  the  required  period, 
without  actual  residence  thereon,  is  held  to  be  sufficient. 

It  was  not  improper  to  allow  one  of  the  heirs  to  make  entry  of  the 
land  and  in  behalf  of  all  the  heirs. 

The  decision  appealed  firom  is  affirmed. 


I 
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Adams  et  al.  v.  Quijada  et  ax. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmeDtal  decision  pf  July  12,  1897,  25 
K  D.,  24,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Davis,  September  22, 1897. 


STNAIi  PBOOF— RUUE  68— FEES-OKLAHOMA  liANDS. 

MgOalla  v.  Aoker. 

In  tbe  case  of  final  proof  taken  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest,  nnder  rule  53  of 
praotice,  the  local  office  hae  no  jarisdlction  except  to  file  said  proof  for  action 
when  the  contest  is  finally  closed.  Where  each  proof  is  taken  before  some  officer 
other  than  the  register  and  receiver  said  officers  are  entitled  to  no  fees  until  final 
action  by  them  on  said  proof. 

The  sufficiency  of  final  proof  taken  under  said  rule,  or  the  right  of  the  entry  man  to 
withdraw  the  same,  should  not  be  considered  until  final  disposition  of  the  pend- 
ing contest. 

A  settler  otk  Oklahoma  lands  is  not  disqualified  by  starting  into  the  race  from  the 
hundred  foot  strip  on  the  Chilooco  Indian  school  reservation. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Co7nmis8ioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
(F.  L.  0.)  September  22^  1897.  (0.  J.  W.) 

On  October  5, 1893,  Calvin  S.  Acker  made  homestead  entry,  No.  1600, 
for  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  9,  T.  27  K,  E.  2  B.,  I.  M.,  at  Perry,  Oklahoma. 

On  October  10, 1893,  John  S.  McOalla  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
the  entry,  alleging,  in  substance,  prior  settlement;  and  on  June  6, 1893, 
he  filed  an  amended  affidavit,  in  which  his  allegation  of  prior  settlement 
was  made  more  specific,  and  in  which  it  was  charged,  that  defendant 
illegally  entered  the  Cherokee  Outlet  from  the  Chilocco  Indian  school 
reservation,  on  the  day  of  the  opening. 

On  July  16, 1894,  a  hearing  was  had,  and  on  April  17, 1895,  the  local 
officers  rendered  a  decision  in  favor  of  defendant,  from  which  the  plain- 
tifif  appealed. 

On  March  25, 1895,  Acker  filed  his  application  to  make  final  proof 
before  Virgil  H.  Brown,  probate  judge  at  Newkirk,  Oklahoma,  on  May 
10, 1895,  notice  of  which  was  ordered  published  by  the  local  officers,  on 
March  29,  1895. 

On  the  day  named  Acker  and  his  witnesses  appeared  before  the 
probate  judge,  and  their  testimony  was  taken. 

On  the  same  day  McCalla  filed  a  protest  against  allowing  and  approv- 
ing the  final  proof  on  account  of  the  pending  contest,  and  charging 
Acker's  disqualification. 

McCalla  claimed  the  right  to  cross-examine  Acker  and  his  witnesses, 
who  submitted  to  such  cross-examination,  and  McCalla  submitted  addi- 
tional testimony.  The  testimony  and  protest  were  forwarded  to  the 
local  office,  and,  on  May  15, 1895,  the  local  officers  rejected  the  protest 
because  McCalla  refused  to  tender  the  fees  to  which  said  officers  are 
entitled,  for  examining  and  approving  such  testimony.  On  May  25, 
1895,  MoOalla  filed  in  the  local  office  a  protest  against  paying  said 
fees. 
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On  July  26,  Acker  filed  in  the  local  office  a  paper  iu  which  it  is  stated 
that,  after  final  proof  was  taken,  it  was  withdrawn,  and  he  asks  to 
withdraw  and  dismiss  the  same.  These  papers  were  forwarded  by  the 
local  officers  to  yoar  office,  without  further  action,  and  they  were  con- 
sidered by  your  office  together  with  the  appeal  of  the  plaintilQf  from  the 
decision  of  the  local  officers,  in  the  decision  rendered  on  February  13, 
1896.  Said  decision  affirms  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  dis- 
misses the  final  proof  of  Acker,  and  the  protests  of  AicGalla. 

The  case  comes  before  the  Department  on  further  appeal  of  plaintiff 
from  your  office  decision.  The  errors  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
are  as  follows : 

1.  Said  (leciBlon  is  contrary  to  law,  and  the  rales  and  decisions  of  the  Interior 
Department. 

2.  The  findings  of  fact  are  contrary  to,  and  not  supported  by  the  weight  of  the 
eyidence. 

3.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  finding  that  Acker  erer  eatahUshed  or  main- 
tained any  bona  fide  residence  on  the  land  involved. 

4.  The  Commissioner  erred  in  not  finding  that  Acker  was  not  qualified  to  make 
entry  for  land  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet,  by  reason  of  his  having  obtained  an  nndiie 
advantage,  and  being  at  the  hour  of  opening  to  settlement,  within  the  boundary  of 
the  land  declared  open  to  legal  settlement  south  of  the  south  line  of  the  Chilocco 
Indian  school  reservation. 

5.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  dismissing  the  final  proof  of  Acker  and  Mc- 
Calla's  protest  and  proof  against  the  same. 

6.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  not  finding  that  McCalla  is  the  only  settler  on 
the  land  involved,  who  has  following  (followed;  up  his  initial  acts  of  settlement  by 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  residence  thereon ;  that  lie  is  the  p^ior  settler; 
that  his  rights  to  said  land  are  superior  to  those  of  the  defendant;  and  that  the 
defendant  in  offering  final  proof  in  the  face  of  an  adverse  claim  of  prior  settlement 
on  the  land,  is  bound  thereby,  and  will  not  be  allowed  to  withdraw  the  same. 

7.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  dismissing  McCallaV  contest  and  iu  not  can- 
celing Acker's  homestead  entry,  and  allowing  contestant  McCalla  to  make  entry  for 
the  land  involved. 

Neither  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  nor  the  appeal  of  plaintiff 
therefrom  involved  any  question  connected  with  defendant's  commuta- 
tion final  proof,  offered  long  after  tlie  hearing  on  the  contest  x)roceedmg8 
had  closed  before  the  local  officers.  The  final  proof  of  Acker  was,  there- 
fore, offered  pending  the  contest,  and  the  local  officers,  under  amended 
rule  53  of  practice,  had  no  jurisdiction  to  do  more  than  file  said  final 
proof  for  action  after  the  contest  was  finally  closed.  (14  L.  D.,  250.) 
The  local  officers  seem  to  be  entitled  to  no  fees,  except  those  for  redu- 
cing the  testimony  to  writing  in  this  class  of  cases,  until  the  proof  is 
finally  passed  upon,  which  can  only  be  done  after  the  contest  has  closed 
and  the  validity  of  the  entry  been  passed  upon.  Where  the  (iroof  is 
taken  before  some  competent  officer  other  than  the  register  and  receiver, 
these  officers  are  entitled  to  no  fees  until  final  action  on  the  proof.  It 
follows  that  it  was  error  to  dismiss  McOalla's  protest  because  of  his 
failure  to  pay  the  fees  in  advance.  Neither  the  sufficiency  of  the  final 
proof  nor  the  right  of  defendant  to  withdraw  it,  should  be  passed  upon 
pending  the  contest,  and  your  office  erred  in  allowing  the  withdrawal 
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of  said  proof  and  the  dismissal  of  the  protest,  and  so  much  of  your  office 
decision  a8  refers  thereto  is  reversed,  and  said  proof  and  protest  will 
be  held  to  await  the  final  disposition  of  the  contest,  when  they  will  be 
returned  to  the  local  office  for  appropriate  action.  This  leaves  the  case 
to  be  determined  on  the  record  as  made  at  the  hearing  of  the  contest. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  based  on  the  following  statement  of 
facts,  as  reported  by  the  local  officers  : 

Thiit  at  12  o'clock,  noon,  September  16, 1893,  he  entered  the  Cherokee  Outlet  from 
a  point  about  a  quarter  to  oue-balf  mile  west  of  the  west  side  of  the  Cbilocco  Indian 
Bcbopl  reservation  upon  tbe  north  line  of  the  Cherokee  Outlet; 

That  he  rode  south  and  southeast  for  a  distance  of  about  six  miles  and  then  rode 
to  the  quarter  section  in  controversy  and  first  stopped  at  the  southwest  comer  of 
the  same,  or  upon  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  tract;  stuck  a  dag  thereon;  on 
the  same  afternoon  laid  a  foundation  of  rocks  near  the  southeast  corner  of  the  tract 
and  left,  going  to  the  town  of  Cros^;  returned  to  the  tract  on  Monday,  September 
18,  drove  over  It;  returned  again  on  September  19,  and  plowed  a  small  patch  of  land, 
returned  the  next  day;  laid  off  a  land  for  plowing  and  on  the  following  Monday, 
September  25th,  returned  to  said  tract  and  commenced  plowing,  continuing  to  plow 
at  different  times  until  about  the  7th  or  8th  of  October,  during  this  time  camping 
upon  another  tract  of  land; 

On  October  7,  he  sowed  a  smaU  patch  of  wheat  and  during  that  time  camped 
several  nights  on  the  claim ;  he  left  the  tract  on  October  9th,  returned  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  12th  of  October,  and  remained  on  the  tract,  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  tract, 
until  about  November  4th,  when  he  returned  to  his  home  at  Cedarvale,  Kansas; 

February  18th,  1894,  he  returned  to  this  tract,  but  did  no  work  thereon,  and  moved 
on  the  land  March  14,  with  his  family,  since  which  time  he  has  resided  on  the  tract. 
The  contestee  bases  his  claim  to  said  tract  upon  the  fact  that  at  12  o'clock,  noon, 
central  standard  time,  September  16, 1893,  he  was  at  the  south  side  of  the  Cbilocco 
Indian  school  reservation  at  the  northeast  comer  of  section  33,  directly  north  of  the 
east  side  of  the  tract  in  controversy; 

That  he  rode  directly  to  the  tract  in  controversy ;  dismounted  stuck  a  stake  con- 
sisting of  a  fishing-pole  composed  of  three  joints,  to  which  was  attached  a  piece  of 
flannel  cloth  about  2  feet  wide  and  2^  feet  long,  in  the  center  of  which  was  a  piece 
of  white  cotton  cloth  about  8  inches  square  marked  with  his  name; 

That  he  remained  upon  the  tract  looking  the  claim  over  and  riding  over  the  same, 

and  that  he  met  the  contestant  when  he  came  upon  the  land,  or  shortly  thereafter; 

That  he  spaded  up  some  dirt  and  placed  the  same  around  the  flag;  returned  to 

Arkansas  City,  and  came  to  the  land  ofiioe  at  Perry,  and  returned  to  the  claim  on 

Tuesday,  September  19 ; 

That  in  the  meantime  he  had  had  plowed  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  tract  some 
land,  and  a  sod  foundation  erected,  on  which  was  placed  four  pieces  of  lumber  nailed 
together  and  marked  with  his  name ; 

That  he  slept  on  the  land  September  20th  and  September  21st ;  slept  upon  the 
tract  the  night  of  September  21st;  made  entry  of  it  on  October  5th;  on  October 
9th,  sent  lumber  to  the  tract  and  on  October  12th  erected  a  house  thereon ; 

On  October  20th  fenced  the  entire  tract;  was  upon  the  claim  frequently  until 
December  13th,  at  which  time  his  wife  died;  prior  to  that  time  she  being  seriously 
ill  all  of  the  time  after  he  made  settlement  upon  this  tract  of  land; 

His  improvements  at  the  time  of  trial  are  of  the  value  of  aix  to  eight  hundred 
dollars  and  his  good  faith,  as  shown  by  his  acts,  is  apparent; 

It  is  farther  shown  that  the  horse  ridden  by  contestee  was  a  horse  of  more  than 
ordinary  qualities  as  to  speed  and  endurance;  that  the  distance  he  traveled  in  run- 
ning to  this  tract  was  Similes  and  that  he  first  made  settlement  upon  tbe  nortlienHt- 
em  portion  thereof;  and  it  is  also  showu  that  the  horse  ridden  by  the  contestant  was 
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not  an  extraordinary  horse  and  that  the  distance  he  trayeled,  as  detailed  by  him,  is 
in  the  neighborhood  of  15  miles,  the  same  being  something  over  twelve  milea  by  see- 
tion  lines,  provided  he  had  not  deviated  from  a  direct  course ; 

Both  these  parties  claim  prior  settlement  and  both  claim  to  have  been  first  upon 
the  tract.  Considering  the  distance  traveled  and  the  quality  of  the  horses,  in  onr 
minds  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  contestee,  Acker,  was  first  upon  the  tract  and 
the  first  party  to  stake  and  claim  the  same  after  12  o'clock,  noon. 

The  contestant,  McCalla,  seeks  to  claim  that  he  traveled  the  distance  of  about  15 
miles  in  from  90  to  83  minutes,  which  statement  in  itself  we  believe  to  be  unresson- 
able;  but  aside  from  this  question,  whatever  acts  McCalla  did  upon  this  claim,  were, 
in  our  opinion,  abandoned  by  his  failure  to  establish  his  residence  thereon  until 
March,  1894. 

It  will  thas  be  seen  that  the  local  officers  found  Acker  to  have  beea 
the  first  settler,  and  further  that  McCalla  had  abandoned  his  first  set- 
tlement. Your  office  concurred  with  the  local  office  in  finding  that 
Acker  was  the  prior  settler,  but  properly,  I  think,  held  that  McCalla 
had  not  abandoned  his  settlement. 

Your  office  reports  the  following  facts  as  to  Acker's  settlement: 

Acker  testified  that  he  started  in  the  race  from  within  the  one  hundred  foot  strip 
south  of  the  Chilocco  school  reservation  at  12  o'clock,  noon,  September  16, 1893,  and 
after  traveling  about  eight  and  one-half  miles  reached  the  land  at  12.27  P.  M. 
Immediately  afterwards  he  stuck  a  stake  with  a  flag  on  it  and  in  a  short  time  stuck 
another  stake.  Heraained  until  evening,  when  he  went  to  Arkansas  City  and  from 
there  to  Perry.  Returned  September  19, 1893,  but  in  the  meantime  a  man  he  had 
employed  did  some  plowing  and  put  up  a  foundation.  Was  on  the  land  September 
20  and  21  and  the  last  night  slept  there.  His  wife  was  at  a  hotel  in  Arkansas  City 
very  ill  with  consumption  and  he  went  back  and  remained  with  her  until  October  1, 
1893,  when  he  went  to  Perry  and  made  his  entry  October  5,  1893.  Returned  October 
6, 1893.  Bought  some  lumber  October  9,  1893,  and  built  his  honse  three  days  ai1«r- 
wards,  into  which  he  moved  the  latter  part  of  the  month.  October  25,  1893,  he 
fenced  the  land. 

During  the  latter  part  of  November  and  early  part  of  December,  1893,  he  was  not 
on  the  land  very  often,  on  account  of  the  continuous  illness  of  his  wife,  who  died 
December  13,  1893,  but  after  December  18,  1893,  until  February,  1894,  he  was  fre- 
quently on  the  land  and  had  some  plowing  done.  In  March,  1894,  had  more  plowing 
done,  and  has  now  sixty- five  acres  plowed,  about  twenty  acres  of  which  is  in  com, 
and  about  the  middle  of  the  same  month  moved  his  honse  to  another  part  of  the 
land  and  built  an  addition.  Dug  a  weU  forty-six  feet  deep,  built  a  stable  forfbur 
horses  and  a  carriage,  planted  fifteen  or  twenty  trees  and  built  a  division  fence 
through  the  middle  of  the  land.  This  is  (was)  his  home  as  it  is  today.  He  is  a 
physician  and  has  a  practice  extending  over  a  large  area,  wliich  requires  a  great 
deal  of  attention  and  keeps  him  from  home  for  days  at  a  time.  On  cross-examina- 
tion he  names  only  two  nights  he  was  on  the  land  after  December  18, 1893,  and  dur- 
ing the  remainder  of  that  month.  During  January,  1894,  was  on  the  land  as  much 
of  the  time  as  he  was  not  away  on  professional  business.  Was  on  the  land  possibly 
six  nights  in  February,  1894.  Had  had  a  tenant  in  his  home  since  the  middle  of 
March,  1894.  Has  a  cot,  table,  chairs  and  bedding  in  the  house  and  when  there 
sleeps  on  the  cot.  Before  September  16, 1893,  was  living  and  had  an  office  in  Arkan- 
sas City,  and  has  an  office  there  now. 

The  evidence  shows  that  Acker  was  the  first  to  reach  and  stake  the  claim  on  Sep- 
tember 16,  1893,  otherwise  it  is  not  shown  that  there  was  any  material  differenee  in 
the  diligence  used  by  the  parties  in  making  valuable  improvements  and  establishing 
residence  on  the  land* 
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The  fact  that  Acker  started  iu  the  race  from  a  point  on  the  one  handred  foot  strip 
south  of  the  Chilocco  school  reservation  did  not  disqualify  him  from  making  entry 
for  the  land.    Welch  v.  Butler,  21  L.  D.,  369. 

The  record  has  been  examined,  and  it  furnishes  abandant  sapport 
for  the  couclasion  reached  both  by  your  office  and  the  local  officers  on 
the  question  as  to  which  one  of  the  parties  reached  the  land  first.  The 
evidence  is  conclasive  that  Acker  was  the  prior  settler.  It  was  prop- 
erly held  that  Acker  was  not  disqualified,  by  reason  of  having  started 
into  the  race  from  the  hundred  foot  strip  on  Ohilocco  Indian  school 
reservation.    Brady  et  al.  v.  Williams  (23  L.  D.  533). 

Your  office  decision  is  modified  to  conform  hereto. 


CONTEST-PBEFERENCE   BIGHT-SETTLEMENT  CLAIM. 

MiLLEB  V.  Valley. 

The  preferred  right  of  a  suocesafnl  contestant  can  not  be  defeated  by  the  prior  settle- 
ment of  a  third  party  who  falls  to  assert  his  claim  in  the  contest  proceedings. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  O.)  September  23^  1897.  (P.  J.  O.) 

The  appeal  of  Shedrick  Miller  from  your  office  decision  of  November 
14,  1890,  dismissing  his  application  to  contest  the  homestead  entry  of 
Francis  Valley  for  lots  2,  3,  4  and  5  of  section  13;  aU  of  section  14  and 
and  SB.  J  SW.  ^  and  SW.  J  SB.  i  of  section  45,  township  10  south, 
lange  3  east,  S.  B.  Dist.  B.  of  B.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  land  district,  has 
been  considered. 

It  appears  that  Francis  Valley  contested  the  former  homestead  entry 
made  September  15, 1892,  of  one  Felix  Blunt  on  said  tract  whose  entry 
was  finally  canceled  as  a  result  of  this  contest,  on  May  9, 1890,  and  on 
May  14,  following.  Valley  made  homestead  entry  of  the  tract. 

It  is  stated  in  your  said  office  letter  that: 

By  letter  "  H/'  of  May  19,  1896,  addressed  to  yonr  office,  it  was  held,  in  the  matter 
of  an  application  of  Shedrick  Miller  to  intervene  in  the  case  of  Valley  v.  Blunt 
'Hhat  if  MiUer  desired  to  intervene  he  should  have  filed  his  application  before  or  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing  and  not  after  Valley  had  sustained  his  charges  and  became 
entitled  to  a  Judgment  on  the  merits,  no  appeal  having  been  taken  from  the  decision 
of  yonr  office  recommending  the  cancellation  of  Blunt's  entry;''  and  said  applioation 
to  intervene  was  accordingly  denied. 

On  August  3, 1896,  Miller  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  Val- 
ley's entry,  alleging  that  he — Miller — had  settled  upon  said  tract  '<  dur- 
ing the  year  1892,"  and  had  continued  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate  the 
same;  that  as  an  actual  settler  he  had  a  preference  right  of  entry  of 
said  tract  after  the  cancellation  of  Blunt's  entry,  and  that  Valley  made 
entry  ^'in  bad  faith  with  full  knowledge  of  affiant's  superior  rights." 

On  August  4,  1896,  the  receiver  rejected  said  application  on  the 
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ground  that  he  had  lost  whatever  right  he  had  to  the  land  by  reason 
of  his  failure  to  contest  Bluut's  entry,  or  by  not  entering  the  land  prior 
to  Blunt's  entry.  !N'otwitlistanding  this  action  of  the  receiver,  the  reg- 
ister on  August  7,  following,  issued  notice  of  the  hearing  which  was 
served  on  Valley  and  the  hearing  set  for  September  21, 1896.  On  Sep- 
tember 15,  Valley  appealed  from  the  action  of  the  register,  and  on  the 
day  set  for  the  hearing,  Miller  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  This 
motion  was  sustained.  On  October  8, 1806,  the  local  officers  transmit- 
ted the  entire  record  for  consideration  by  your  office  where  it  was  held 
that  in  view  of  the  differing  opinions  of  the  local  officers  in  respect  to 
the  action  to  be  taken  it  was  deemed  proper  to  consider  the  case,  and 
decided  that: 

Miller  bases  bis  claim  to  tbe  land  apon  his  settlement  wbile  tbe  land  waa  covered 
by  Blnnt's  entry. 

As  Miller's  rigbts  as  a  settler  attacbed  only  on  tbe  cancellation  of  Blunt's  entry 
and  sucb  settlement  rigbts  were  subject  to  Valley's  preference  rigbt  by  virtue  of  tbe 
successful  termination  of  bis,  Valley's,  contest,  tbe  action  of  the  register  in  order- 
ing a  bearing  was  erroneous,  no  cause  of  action  being  stated. 

Whereux)on  Miller  prosecutes  this  appeal. 

In  view  of  the  conditions  as  stated  by  your  ofQce  and  conceded  by 
appellant,  there  is  no  error  in  your  ofiSce  decision.  Miller  hiis  had 
abundant  opportunity  to  protect  whatever  rights  he  may  have  acquired 
by  reason  of  his  settlement.  He  alleges  that  he  settled  on  the  land 
''during  the  year  1892."  Blunt's  entry  was  made  in  September  of  that 
year,  and  Valley's  contest  was  not  filed  till  October  7, 1895,  more  than 
three  years  after  Blunt's  entry.  Miller  did  not  seek  to  intervene  in  the 
contest  until  '^  after  Valley  had  sustained  his  charges  and  became  enti- 
tled to  a  judgment  on  the  merits."  lie  is  not  therefore  in  a  position  to 
now  attack  Valley's  entry  on  the  ground  of  prior  settlement. 

But  aside  from  this  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  (21  Stat,  140)  gives  a  pref- 
erence right  of  entry  to  the  successful  contestant  and  this  right  cannot 
be  defeated  by  the  prior  settlement  of  a  third  party,  especially  where, 
as  in  the  case  at  bar^  the  alleged  prior  settler  has  had  the  opi«ortunity 
to  present  his  claim  in  the  contest  proceedings. 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


ALlXSKAN  U^.XI>S-IIIGIIT   OP  WAY. 

William  R.  Weeks. 

Tbe  proTistons  of  tbe  general  right  of  way  act  of  March  3,  1875,  are  not  opplicable 

to  lands  in  tbe  District  of  Alaska. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  Mr.  Willimn  R,  Weeks,  Neivark,  New  Jersey,  Septem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  9,  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  am  in  receipt,  through  reference  from  the  Commissioner  of  BaU> 
roads,  of  your  letter  of  August  25th  last,  making  inquiry  as  to  whether 
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the  general  right  of  way  act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  482),  applies  to 
the  District  of  Alaska,  and  in  reply  thereto  I  have  to  state  that  in  my 
opinion  said  act  does  not  so  apply. 

The  act  of  May  17, 1884  (23  Stat.,  24),  entitled  "An  Act  providing  a 
civil  government  for  Alaska,"  contains  the  first  provisions  of  law  for 
the  acquirement  of  title  to  lands  within  that  District,  aside  from  cer- 
tain existing  rights  which  were  recognized  by  the  treaty  of  cession  in 
1867  (15  Stat.,  539).  By  the  8th  section  of  the  act  of  1884,  the  District 
of  Alaska  was  created  a  land  district,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
relating  to  mining  claims  were  declared  to  be  in  full  force  and  effect 
from  the  date  of  the  act,  but  the  section  provides  'that ''  nothing  con- 
tained in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  put  in  force  in  said  district  the 
general  land  laws  of  the  United  Suites." 

By  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  sections  11  to  15,  provi- 
sion was  made  for  the  entry  of  lauds  in  the  District  of  Alaska  for  town- 
site  purposes,  and  for  the  purchase  of  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  then  or  thereafter  occupied  for  the  purpose  of  trade  or 
manufacture.  This  is  all  of  the  legislation  providing  a  means  for  the 
acquirement  of  a  right  in  the  land  within  the  district  of  Alaska. 

Tbe  right  of  way  act  of  March  3,  1875,  is  a  part  of  the  general  land 
laws  of  the  United  States,  the  operation  of  which  has  never  been 
extended  to  tlie  District  of  Alaska,  and  it  is  clear  from  the  portion  of 
the  8th  section  of  the  act  of  1884,  before  quoted,  it  was  the  intention 
of  Congress  that  no  other  means  of  acquiring  a  right  to  use  or  occupy 
the  lands  within  the  District  of  Alaska  should  be  construed  to  apply 
than  those  sx>ecifically  named. 

This  exclusion  was  evidently  inserted  to  prevent  any  possible  doubt, 
and  clearly  evidences  an  intent  that  the  land  laws  should  be  applieil 
to  the  District  of  Alaska  from  time  to  time  by  Congress  in  the  exercise 
of  its  authority  and  discretion. 

It  follows  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1875,  supra,  do 
Dot  now  apply  to  the  District  of  Alaska. 

For  your  general  information,  I  enclose  you  a  copy  of  the  circular 
concerning  the  right  of  way  granted  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1875. 


Doyle  v.  Bender. 


Motion  for  rehearing  in  the  cause  above  entitled,  see  24  L.  D.,  535, 
and  25  L.  D.,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Davis,  September  27, 1897. 
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PRACTICE-MOTION  POR  RB-REVTEW. 

DOEN  V.  ElLINGSON. 

Petitions  or  motioDS  for  re-review  should  not  be  filed  in  the  General  Land  OiBce,  bat 
8honId  be  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  the  form  of  an  applica- 
tion for  the  exercise  of  his  supervisory  authority,  on  grounds  not  coTered  in 
the  former  consideration  of  the  case. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  C.)  September  27 ^  1897.  (B.  M,  B.) 

Oq  September  11, 1897,  you  traiisniitted  to  the  Department  a  petition 
for  re-review,  filed  by  Elliug  H.  Eilingson,  of  departmental  decision 
of  Febraary  13, 1897,  in  the  case  of  Dorn  v.  Eilingson  (24  L.  D.,  163). 
The  record  shows  thlAt  on  September  2, 1897,  a  motion  for  review  of 
this  decision  was  denied  (25  L.  D.,  203). 

On  September  9, 1897,  your  oifice  returned  to  the  attorney  of  the 
said  Eilingson  the  said  petition  for  re-review,  on  the  ground  that  it 
should  have  been  filed  in  the  Department.  On  September  10th,  the 
said  attorney  re-filed  said  petition,  which,  as  has  been  stated,  was  for- 
warded to  the  Department  on  the  following  day. 

On  August  9, 1893  (17  L.  D.,  194),  Eule  114  was  amended  by  adding 
as  follows: 

Moti(m8  for  re-review,  or  a  second  reconsideration  of  a  deoisioni  shall  not  be 
received  or  filed.  But  the  defeated  party,  if  able,  may  invite  the  attention  of  the 
Secretary,  by  a  duly  verified  petition,  to  important  matters  of  fact  or  law  not  there- 
tofore discussed  or  involved  in  the  case;  who,  upon  consideration  thereof,  will  either 
recall  the  case,  or  send  the  petition  to  the  files  without  further  action. 

This  rule  was  again  amended  on  June  1,  1894  (18  L.  D.,  472),  and 
again  on  October  24,  1896  (23  L.  D.,  406),  such  amendment  being  made 
without  any  reference  to  the  clause  heretofore  quoted. 

In  the  case  of  Neff  v.  Gowhick  (8  L.  D.,  Ill),  upon  this  question  of 
the  proper  place  to  file  a  petition  for  re-review,  it  was  determined  that 
motions  for  rereview  should  not  be  allowed,  and  that  the  practice  of 
permitting  them  to  be  filed  should  be  discontinued.  It  was  further 
held  that  when  a  case  had  been  decided  upon  review,  if  there  was  any 
new  question  of  law  or  fact  that  hitherto  had  not  been  presented  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Department,  a  petition  calling  attention  to 
such  matters  might  be  submitted  for  such  action  ^  would  be  deemed 
appropriate  by  the  Department.    It  was  stated  in  said  opinion: 

Motions  for  a  re-review,  or  a  second  reconsideration  of  a  decision,  should  not  he 
allowed,  and  the  practice  of  permitting  them  to  be  filed  ought  to  be  discoutinned. 
The  Department  ought  not  to  be  asked  to  consider  the  same  points  involved  in  a 
but  twice.  It  is  natural  to  litigants,  and  occasionally  happens  to  ooansel,  to 
with  an  exaggerated  estimate  of  their  strength  the  importance  of  the  points  which 
make  in  their  favor  and  to  attribute  the  failure  of  a  like  perception  of  them  to  the 
Department,  or  by  courts,  when  the  causes  are  depending  in  courts,  to  an  inatten- 
tion to  such  points.    The  over-burdened  condition  of  the  appellate  businesB  of  the 
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Department  would  be  reason  enough,  if  tbere  were  not  still  better  ones  for  inhibit- 
ing the  gratification  of  this  feeling  by  allowing  second  motions  for  reconsideration, 
with  the  consequent  labor  and  delay.  Hereafter,  let  the  rule  be  that  no  motion  for 
a  le-review  shall  be  filed.  If  the  defeated  party  is  able  to  present  any  saggestions 
of  fact  or  points  of  law  not  previonsly  discussed  or  involved  in  tlie  case,  it  may  be 
done  by  petition,  which  shall  contain  all  the  facts  and  arguments.  On  the  filing  of 
such  petition,  if  it  appears  important,  'the  Secretary  will  make  such  order  for  recall- 
ing the  case  irom  the  Qeneral  Land  Office  and  such  direction  for  farther  hearing  as 
may  be  necessary.  Otherwise,  no  further  action  on  the  petition  will  be  taken.  It 
will  be  regarded  merely  as  in  the  nature  of  information  by  which  the  supervisory 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  can,  if  desirable,  be  set  in  motion.  Such  petition 
should  not  re-argue  points  already  twice  passed  upon,  but  should  be  limited  to  the 
office  indicated,  of  suggesting  new  facts  or  considerations  not  before  presented. 

In  the  more  recent  case  of  Staudley  v.  Jones  (19  L.  D.,  104),  in  which 
the  case  supra  was  quoted  with  approval,  it  was  determined  that  such 
a  motion  or  petition  should  not  be  filed  iu  the  General  Land  Office,  but 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Department. 

The  position  of  counsel  upon  this  question  seems  to  be  that  the  said 
decision  of  Standley  v.  Jones  was  upon  the  original  rule  of  practice  as 
amended  on  August  19, 1893,  and  therefore  is  not  of  binding  force  and 
authority,  because  it  did  not  consider  the  rule  as  since  amended.  This 
X>o8ition  is  not  well  taken,  for  in  the  case  of  Golden  v.  Cole's  Heirs  (25 
L.  D.,  154),  on  August  27, 1897,  it  was  said: 

After  the  case  was  considered  here,  on  the  appeal  of  Golden,  and  on  his  motion  for 
review,  both  of  which  were  decided  adversely  to  him,  he  had  exhausted  his  rights 
under  the  Rules  of  Practice,  and  the  case  was  closed.  Notwithstanding  this,  he 
file<l  in  your  office  a  petition  for  rehearing,  which  was  transmitted  here.  As  Rule  of 
Practice  114  provides  that  ''motions  for  review  and  motions  for  rehearing  "must  be 
filed ''  within  thirty  days  after  notice  of  the  decision  complained  of,''  Golden's  applica- 
tion for  rehearing,  being  filed  more  than  thirty  days  after  notice  of  the  decision  in 
the  contest  case,  was  manifestly  out  of  time,  and  could  only  be  received  as  an  appeal 
to  the  supervisory  power  of  the  Secretary.  This  being  so,  it  should  have  been  made 
by  a  petition  direct  to  the  Secretary,  filed  here  and  not  in  your  office,  and  therefore 
might  properly  have  been  returned  by  you,  under  the  rulings  in  Standley  v.  Jones 
(19  L.  D.,  104). 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  voice  of  the  authorities  is  to  the  effect  that 
motions  for  re-review  are  without  standing,  and  that  this  rule  has 
obtained  since,  if  not  before  the  decision  in  8  L.  D.,  supra. 

Hereafter  you  will  see  that  this  rule  is  strictly  enforced,  and  refuse  to 
receive  for  filing  such  motions,  and  will  return  them  to  the  party  sub- 
mitting them  to  be  filed. 

When  viewed  from  the  standpoint  of  a  petition  to  the  supervisory 
X)ower  with  which  I  am  clothed,  it  seems  to  be  sufficient  to  say,  that 
this  motion  re-argaes  the  very  questions  that  have  been  considered  in 
both  of  the  decisions  of  this  Department.  The  question  at  issue  was 
whether  the  ^'Sargent  list'*,  including  among  other  tracts  the  tract  in 
controversy,  served  to  except  this  land  from  the  grant  to  the  railroad 
company,  the  McGregor  and  Missouri  River  Railroad  Company,  under 
the  act  of  May  12, 1864  (13  Stat.,  72),  and  its  successor  in  interest  the 
GhicagOy  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railroad  Company. 
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The  original  decision  and  motion  for  review  held,  after  a  considera- 
tion of  the  long  arguments  filed  by  counsel  in  the  case,  that  it  did  not, 
and  that  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  attaclied.  Therefore,  under 
the  authorities  cited,  no  rca:$on  is  seen  for  disturbing  the  decision  hereto- 
fore rendered. 


Hall  v.  Mitchell. 

Motions  for  review  and  rehearing  in  the  cause  above  entitled,  see  24 
L.  D.,  684,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Davis,  September  27, 1897. 


PRACTICIt-NOTICE   OF  DECISION— ATTORNEY. 

Staples  bt  al.  v.  St.  Paul  and  Noethern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

Notice  of  a  decision  to  an  attorney  of  record  is  notice  to  the  party  he  represents; 
and  snch  party  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the  employment  of  said  attorney 
had  in  fact  terminated  prior  to  the  service  of  said  notice,  if  snch  fact  is  not  dis- 
closed by  the  record. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  G.)  September  27, 1897.  (B.  M.  R.) 

By  your  letter  of  transmittal  of  September  3, 1897,  you  forwarded  to 
the  Department  tliree  affidavits  made  by  Silas  L.  Staples,  one  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  the  others  as  agent  for  Gust  Johnson  and  the  heirs  of 
Elizabeth  Bowman,  claimants  for  certain  lands  in  sections  19  and  21, 
T.  132  K,  B.  31  W.,  St.  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota. 

The  record  shows  tliat  on  April  22,  1897  (24  L.  D.,  339),  the  Depart- 
ment decided  the  case  of  these  applicants  afi^ainst  the  St  Paul  and 
Kortliern  Pacific  Hailroad  Company,  holding  that  this  land  was  not 
subject  to  homestead  entry,  and  in  so  doing  affirmed  the  aetion  of  your 
office. 

The  affidavits  transmitted  by  your  said  letter  of  the  third  instant  are 
to  the  effect  tbat  Staples  had  been  informed  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  had  rendered  a  decision  against  him  in  his  pending  application; 
that  theretofore,  in  such  cases,  it  had  been  his  custom  to  receive, 
through  the  local  office,  notice  of  such  decisions;  that  the  attorneys  in 
Washington  were  only  employed  to  the  time  of  decision  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  at  such  time  their  services  ceased;  that  he  waited 
expecting  to  receive  notice  from  the  local  office,  as  heretofore  had  been 
given  him,  until  the  time  for  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  had 
expired;  that  he  has  good  reason  for  review  of  said  decision;  and  that 
the  affidavit  is  made  in  order  that  the  notice  of  said  decision  may  be 
sent  to  the  local  office  to  be  served  upon  him,  allowing  him  time  to  file 
motion  for  review  of  said  decision  of  the  Department. 

Your  office  letter  says  that  on  April  27, 1897,  the  local  officers  were 
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directed  to  notify  all  parties  in  interest  of  said  departmental  decision, 
and  they  were  also  advised  that  resident  attorneys  for  the  parties  in 
interest  had  been  notified  by  yoar  office. 

On  July  29, 1897,  your  office  called  upon  the  local  officers  for  report 
in  the  case,  and  on  August  2,  1897,  the  register  responded  by  stating 
that  the  decision  had  been  noted  upon  their  books,  but  that  they  had 
not  notified  the  parties  in  interest,  in  view  of  the  statement  of  your 
office  that  resident  counsel  had  been  notified.  Thereupon  the  case  was 
by  your  office  closed,  and  the  judgment  made  final. 

There  was  nothing  of  record  to  indicate  that  the  services  of  the 
attorneys  of  these  parties  were  to  cease  with  the  rendering  of  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Department.  In  the  recent  case  of  Walker  v,  Gwin  (25  L. 
D.,  34),  aside  from  laying  down  the  general  proposition  that  service  of 
notice  of  a  decision  ux)on  the  attorney  of  record  is  service  upon  the 
party  himself,  which  is  a  rule  of  well  recognized  authority,  it  was  held, 
upon  a  somewhat  similar  question  to  the  one  at  bar  {inter  alia)y  that 
(syllabus) : 

Where  a  party  is  represented  by  two  attorneys  of  record,  and  one  of  said  attorneys 
accepts  service  of  a  notice  of  decision,  snch  party  will  not  be  heard  to  plead  a  private 
understanding  between  himself  and  his  attorneys  nnder  which  aU  notices  were  to  be 
served  on  the  other  attorney. 

And  in  discussing  it,  on  page  36,  it  was  said: 

The  \ocol  officers  were  not  notified  of  any  limitation  upon  Hndson's  attorneyship, 
nor  that  his  attorneyship  had  ceased  prior  to  the  said  acceptance.  A  party  can  not, 
based  merely  upon  an  alleged  private  understanding  between  himself  and  one,  or 
even  both,  of  his  attorneys  of  record,  limit  the  ordinary  functions  of  one  of  them  so 
as  to  avail  himself  of  all  the  advantageous  consequences  of  the  relation  of  client  and 
attorney,  and,  also,  solely  at  his  own  election,  avoid  the  consequences  of  that  rela- 
tion when  they  are  adverse  to  him,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  his  adversary. 
Service  of  notice  was  evidently  made  in  good  faith  upon  Hudson  and  so  accepted  by 
him.  So  far  as  the  record  discloses,  he  was  then  still  Walker's  attorney,  and  the 
acceptance  within  the  scope  of  his  authority. 

By  a  parity  of  reasoning,  there  was  nothing  of  record  to  show  that 
the  attorneys  in  this  case  had  ceased  such  relationship  with  their 
client.  It  came  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  their  authority  as  such 
attorneys,  and  the  presumption  upon  which  your  office  had  a  right  to 
act  was  that  they  were  still  the  attorneys  of  these  x)etitioners,  and 
therefore  could  rightfully  be  served. 

The  application  to  have  notice  sent  to  the  local  office  is  therefore 
denied. 


BOSOOE  £T  AL.  V.  FOSTER  ET  AIj. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  13, 1897,  24  L.  D«, 
435,  and  for  a  rehearing  in  said  case,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  Sep- 
tember 30, 1897. 
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AI>JOINrNO  FARM  ENTRY-RESIDENCE- WIDOW. 

BABOOCK  V.  SUGDEN. 

Where  an  entry  man,  who  has  made  an  adjoining  farm  entry,  dies  more  than  six 
months  after  entry  withoat  having  established  residence  on  the  original  farm, 
his  widow  may  cure  said  default  by  the  establishment  of  snch  residence  prior  to 
the  initiation  of  any  adverse  claim. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L,0.)  1^1897.  (J.L.  McC.) 

On  December  16, 1892,  George  Sugden  made  homestead  entry  No. 
9639,  for  the  NW  J  of  the  SE  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  5  F.,  R.  11  E.,  as  an 
adjoiniDg  farm  homestead  to  the  SE  ^  of  the  KW  ^,  and  the  S.  i  of  the 
SW^  of  the  NE  ^  of  the  8ame  section,  Grayling  land  district,  Michigan. 

(In  his  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  his  name  is  written  '^Sugneden,"and  signed  by  his  mark;  in  his 
entry  papers  it  is  written  '^Sudnedn,"  and  signed  by  his  mark;  bat 
from  explanations  embodied  in  the  record  it  is  clear  that  his  name  is 
properly  written  "  Sugden.'') 

On  March  13, 1894,  one  Samuel  Babcock  was  allowed  to  make  home- 
stead entry  No.  2758  for  the  tract  above  described  as  being  embraced 
in  Sugden's  adjoining  farm  homestead  entry.  When  Babcock's  entry 
papers  were  received  by  your  office  the  fact  of  the  conflict  between  his 
claim  and  Sugden's  became  apparent;  thereupon,  by  your  office  letter 
of  May  15, 1894,  Babcock's  entry  was  suspended  and  he  was  notified 
that  thirty  days  would  be  allowed  him  in  which  to  show  cause  why  his 
entry  should  not  be  canceled. 

From  this  action  Babcock  appealed  to  the  Department.,  which,  on 
October  1, 1895,  directed : 

That  Babcock  be  given  sixty  days  within  which  to  initiate  a  contest  against  the 
prior  entryman,  his  entry  to  remain  suspended  pending  action  on  such  contest  if 
brought;  and  in  case  he  failed  to  contest  within  the  time  allowed,  his  entry  wiU  be 
canceled. 

Babcock  initiated  contest.  George  Sugden  having  deceased,  service 
was  had  upon  his  widow,  Betsy  Sugden.  Both  parties  appeared  and 
offered  testimony  before  Commissioner  A.  J.  Bickford,  at  Leonard, 
Michigan,  on  May  12, 1896.  On  May  27,  the  local  officers  rendered  joint 
decision  that  Sugden's  homestead  entry  had  '^not  been  cultivated  by 
the  heirs  of  the  deceased  entryman  as  required  by  law."  Mrs.  Sugden 
appealed  to  your  office,  which,  on  March  SO,  1897,  found : 

That  George  Sugden,  from  1892  until  the  date  of  his  death,  April  8, 1896,  lived 
with  his  family  in  an  adjoining  township,  on  a  farm  which  he  rented  from  a  man 
named  Killam;  and  that  he  did  not  reside  on  the  farm  he  owned  a^oining  the  forty 
acres  in  controversy,  although  he  appears  to  have  spent  a  few  months  thereon  in  one 
or  more  years,  with  tenants  to  whom  he  rented  the  land ;  that  he  cleared  a  small 
part  of  the  tract;  that  within  a  couple  of  months  after  his  death  his  widow  removed 
to  the  farm  adjoining  the  land  in  dispute,  and  had  been  residing  there  about  one 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  297 

fwr  when  served  with  notioe  of  the  contest.  The  evidence  also  shows  that  the 
widow  has  done  some  work  in  clearing  this  tract  since  she  established  ber  residence 
on  the  adjoining  farm.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Babcook  has  made  any  settle- 
ment or  improvements  on  said  land.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  widow,  having 
shown  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law  for  nearly  one  year 
prior  to  service  of  notice  of  this  contest,  cured  the  prior  default  and  defeated  this 
contest.    Heptner  v.  McCartney,  11  L.  D. :  400;  Neal  v.  Cooley,  18  L.  D.,  3. 

A  carefal  examiDation  of  the  teRtimony  shows  that  the  facts  disclosed 
at  the  hearing  have  been  correctly  summed  up  in  the  decision  of  your 
office  above  quoted. 

In  each  of  the  cases  cited  by  your  office  decision,  the  entryman  him- 
self cured  his  laches  by  establishing  residence  upon  the  lands  there  in 
controversy  prior  to  servi(teof  notice  upon  him;  while  in  the  case  at 
bar  the  entryman  died  without  establishing  residence  upon  the  land. 
The  q^uestion  in  issue  here  is  whether,  after  the  death  of  the  entryman, 
more  than  six  months  after  entry,  without  having  resided  upon  the 
tract  originally  owned,  to  which  such  ^^  adjoining  farm  homestead  "  is 
contiguous,  the  establishment  of  residence  by  his  widow  after  his  death, 
but  before  the  initiation  of  any  adverse  claim,  should  be  considered  as 
curing  her  husband's  laches! 

I  concur  in  the  affirmative  c<mcIusion  expressed  in  your  office  decision 
appealed  from.  Babcock's  contest  is  dismissed;  and  his  entry,  having 
been  improperly  allowed,  during  the  existence  of  a  prior  entry,  should 
be  canceled.    Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


Tayloe  et  al.  v.  Ewaet. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  June  3, 1897, 24  L.  D., 
499,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Davis,  October  2, 1897. 


DELAWARE:  INDIANS  IK  CITEROKEE  NATIOK-ALLOTMENT. 

Opinion. 

Cherokee  citizens  of  Delaware  blood  are  entitled  to  the  same  quantity  of  land  in 
allotment  as  are  those  of  Cherokee  blood,  with  the  proviso  that  if  it  be  found 
there  is  not  sufficient  land  to  give  each  member  of  the  nation  as  much  as  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  in  allotment,  then  the  registered  Delawares  shall  first 
be  given  the  full  quantity  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  the  remainder  of  the 
land  to  be  divided  equally  among  the  other  members  of  the  nation. 

First  Assistant  Attorney  Campbell  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ^  October 

5, 1897.  ( W.  0.  P.) 

Under  date  of  August  19, 1897,  the  Oommissioner  of  Indian  Affairs 
made  report  upon  the  rights  of  the  Delaware  Indians,  adopted  citizens 
of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  and  said  report,  with  accompanying  papers, 
has  been  referred  to  this  office  ^^for  an  opinion  as  to  the  quantity  of  land 
which  the  Delaware  Indians  are  entitled  to  receive  per  capita  in  allot- 
ments in  the  Cherokee  Nation.'' 
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By  the  treaty  of  July  19, 1866  (14  Stat.,  799),  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Cherokee  Nation,  provision  was  made  for  the  settlement 
of  friendly  Indians  within  the  Gherokee  country,  upon  such  terms  as 
might  be  agreed  upon  between  such  tribe  and  the  Oherokees,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  President  of  the  United  States.  On  April  8, 
1867,  the  Delawai^  and  Gherokee  Indians  entered  into  an  agreement 
for  the  settlement  of  the  former  in  the  country  of  the  latter,  by  reason 
of  which  the  Delawai-es  moved  into  the  Gherokee  country. 

In  connection  with  the  negotiations  now  pending  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Gherokee  Indians,  a  question  has  arisen  as  to  the  quan- 
tity of  land  to  which  the  Delaware  Indians,  as  adopts  citizens  of  the 
Gherokee  Nation,  will  be  entitled  if  such  negotiations  shall  eventuate 
in  a  division  per  capita  of  the  land  now  held  as  communal  property  of 
the  nation. 

The  contention  of  the  Delawares,  as  set  forth  in  a  communication 
from  B.  O.  Adams  and  John  BuUette,  claiming  to  be  delegates  and  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Delawares,  and  also  by  the  report  of  the  chairman 
of  the  commission  to  the  Five  Givilized  Tribes,  is  that  they  are  entitled 
to  allotment  of  157,600  acres  of  land,  for  which  they  paid  the  Gherokees 
one  dollar  per  acre,  and  also  to  a  further  allotment  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  per  capita.  There  is  no  statement  among  the  papers  before 
me  as  to  the  claims  of  the  Gherokee  Nation  in  the  premises. 

Article  XY  of  the  treaty  of  July  19, 1866,  supra^  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Gherokee  Nation,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case,  reads  as  follows  : 

The  United  States  may  settle  any  civilized  Indians,  friendly  with  the  Cherokees 
and  adjacent  tribes,  within  the  Cherokee  country,  on  unoccapied  lands  east  of  the 
ninety-sixth  degree,  on  such  terms  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  any  such  tribe  and 
the  Gherokees,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  which 
shall  he  consistent  with  the  following  provisions,  viz:  Shonid  any  snoh  tribe  or 
band  of  Indians  settling  in  said  conntry  abandon  their  tribal  organization,  there 
being  first  paid  into  the  Cherokee  national  fiind  a  snm  of  money  which  shall  sustain 
the  same  proportion  to  the  then  existing  national  fund  that  the  number  of  Indians 
sustain  to  the  whole  number  of  Gherokees  then  residing  in  the  Gherokee  country, 
they  shall  be  incorporated  into  and  ever  after  remain  a  part  of  the  Gherokee  Nation, 
on  equal  terms  in  every  respect  with  native  citizens.  And  should  any  such  tribe 
thus  settling  in  said  country,  decide  to  preserve  their  tribal  organizations,  and  to 
maintain  their  tribal  laws,  customs,  and  usages,  not  inconsistent  with  the  constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  they  shall  have  a  district  of  country  set  off 
for  their  use  by  metes  and  bounds  equal  to  160  acres,  if  they  should  so  decide,  for 
each  man,  woman,  and  child  of  said  tribe,  and  shall  pay  for  the  same  into  the 
national  fund  such  price  as  may  be  agreed  on  by  them  and  the  Gherokee  Nation, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  in  cases  of  dis- 
agreement the  price  to  be  fixed  by  the  President. 

That  the  possibility  of  future  allotment  of  their  land  was  contem- 
plated, is  shown  by  the  provisions  of  Article  XX,  which  reads  as  follows : 

Whenever  the  Gherokee  national  council  shall  request  it,  the  Secretory  of  the 
Interior  shall  oanse  the  conntry  reserved  for  the  Gherokees  to  be  sorveyed  and 
aUotted  among  them,  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States. 
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In  the  preamble  to  the  agi-eement  between  these  parties,  it  is  recited 
that  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Cherokee  Nation 
provided  for  the  settlement  of  friendly  Indians  in  the  Cherokee  oonn- 
try;  that  in  a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Delaware 
Indians,  ratified  Angast  10, 1866,  the  removal  of  the  Delawares  to  the 
iDdiau  conntry  was  provided  for,  and  also  the  sale  to  them  of  a  tract 
of  land  the  cession  of  which  by  the  Cherokees  to  the  United  States 
was  then  contemplated;  that  Rnch  cession  was  not  made,  bnt  in  lien 
thereof  terms  were  provided  for  the  settlement  of  friendly  Indians  in 
the  Cherokee  conntry;  and  that  a  conference  had  been  held  between 
the  representatives  of  the  Cherokees  and  the  Delawares  looking  to  a 
location  of  the  Delawares  npon  the  Cherokee  lands  and  their  consoli- 
dation with  said  Cherokee  Nation. 

The  agreement,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  qnote  therefrom  for  the 
present  consideration,  is  as  follows: 

The  Cherokees  ....  agree  to  sell  to  the  Delawares,  for  their  occupancy,  a  quan- 
tity of  land  eiiBt  of  the  line  of  the  96^  west  longitude,  in  the  aggregate  equal  to  160 
acres  of  land  for  each  Individ nal  of  the  Delaware  tribe  .  .  .  .  ;  and  the  selections 
of  the  lands  to  be  purchased  by  the  Delawares  may  be  made  by  said  Delawares  in 
any  part  of  the  Cherokee  reservation  east  of  said  line  of  96^,  not  already  selected 
and  in  the  possession  of  other  parties;  and  in  case  the  Cherokee  lands  shall  here- 
after be  allotted  among  the  members  of  said  Nation,  it  is  agreed  that  the  aggregate 
amount  of  land  herein  provided  for  the  Delawares,  to  include  their  improvements 
according  to  the  legal  subdivisions,  when  surveys  are  made  (that  is  to  say,  160  acres 
for  each  individual,)  shall  be  guaranteed  to  each  Delaware  incorporated  by  these 
articles  into  the  Cherokee  Nation ;  nor  shaU  the  continued  ownership  and  occupancy 
of  said  land  by  any  Delaware  so  registered  be  interfered  with  in  any  manner  what- 
ever without  his  consent,  but  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions  and  restric- 
tions as  are  by  the  laws  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  imposed  upon  the  native  citizens 
thereof;  provided,  that  nothing  herein  shall  confer  the  right  to  alienate,  convey,  or 
dispose  of  any  such  land,  except  in  aocordauce  with  the  constitution  and  laws  of 
said  Cherokee  Nation. 

It  was  then  provided  that  there  shonld  be  paid  to  the  Cherokees  from 
the  Delaware  fund  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  one  dollar  per  acre  for  said 
land,  and  further,  that  there  shonld  be  paid  a  sum  of  money  which 
should  sustain  the  same  proportion  to  the  then  existing  Cherokee  na- 
tional  fund  that  the  number  of  Delawares  removing  to  the  Indian 
country  should  sustain  to  the  whole  number  of  Cherokees  residing  in 
the  Cherokee  Nation,  and  the  agreement  concluded  with  the  following: 

On  the  fulfillment  by  the  Delawares  of  the  foregoing  stipulations,  all  the  members 
of  the  tribe,  registered  as  above  provided^  shall  become  members  of  the  Cherokee 
Nation,  with  the  same  rights  and  immunities,  and  the  same  participation  (and  no 
other,)  in  the  national  funds,  as  native  Cherokees^  save  as  hereinbefore  provided. 
And  the  children  hereafter  bom  of  such  Delawares  so  incorporated  into  the  Cherokee 
Nation,  shaU  in  all  respects  be  regarded  as  native  Cherokees. 

The  Delawares  moved  into  the  Cherokee  country  as  contemplated  by 
this  agreement.  Afterwards  dissensions  arose  over  the  division  of 
funds  arising  from  the  sale  of  certain  lands  and  from  the  leasing  of 
others.    By  act  of  the  Cherokee  national  conncil,  the  adopted  citizens 
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were  excluded  from  participation  in  the  per  capita  distribution  of  these 
funds.  By  the  act  of  Congress  approved  October  1, 1890  (26  Stat,  636), 
jurisdiction  was  conferred  upon  the  Court  of  Claims,  subject  to  an 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  ^'  to  hear  and  determine  what  are  the 
just  rights  in  law  or  in  equity"  of  these  adopted  Cherokee  citizens. 
Suit  was  begun  by  the  Delaware  Indians,  which  resulted  in  a  decree 
by  the  Court  of  Claims  (28  Ct.  Cls.,  281)  in  favor  of  the  complainants. 
It  was  found  that  the  Delaware  Indians — 

were  admitted  into  and  became  a  part  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  entitled  to  equal 
rights  and  immunities  and  to  participation  in  the  Cherokee  national  funds  and  com- 
mon property  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  Cherokee  citizens  of 
Cherokee  blood. 

A  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  proportionate  amount  of  the  funds 
which  had  theretofore  been  distributed  among  the  Cherokee  citizens  by 
blood,  and  further  order  was  made  as  follows: 

And  it  is  further  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  claimants  in  this  suit  and  those 
whom  they  represent,  being  citizens  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  of  Delaware  blood  or 
parentage,  be  adjudged  and  decreed  to  be  entitled  to  participate  hereafter  in  the 
common  property  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  Cherokee  citizens  of  Cherokee  blood  or  parentage  may  be  entitled,  and  that  in  the 
distribution  of  the  proceeds  and  avails  of  the  public  domain,  or  common  property  of 
the  nation  among  the  citizens  thereof  by  distribution  per  capita  at  any  time  here- 
after the  defendants  the  Cherokee  Nation  and  the  defendants  the  United  States,  as 
trustees  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  be  enjoined  and  prohibit>ed  from  making  any  dis- 
crimination between  Cherokee  citizens  of  Cherokee  blood  or  parentage  and  Cherokee 
citizens  of  Delaware  blood  or  parentage  to  the  injury  or  prejudice  of  the  latter. 

Upon  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  this  decree  was  affirmed  (Cherokee 
Nation  v.  Jourueycake,  155  U.  S.,  196). 

While  the  sx)ecific  question  as  to  the  quantity  of  land  to  which  Dela- 
ware-Cherokee citizens  would  be  entitled  when  the  public  domain 
should  be  divided  x)er  capita,  was  not  discussed  in  that  decision,  yet 
the  discussion  as  to  the  rights  generally  of  these  citizens  has  a  bearing 
upon  the  question  now  presented. 

It  is  said  by  the  Court  of  Claims  that  the  lands  of  the  Cherokees  are 
held  as  a  communal  property,  of  which  every  member  is  an  owner  with 
the  same  rights  therein  as  every  other  member.  No  member  has  any 
right  of  property  therein  which  he  can  dispose  of  or  which  ux>on  his 
death  descends  to  his  children  as  his  heirs.  It  is  further  held  that  the 
agreement  of  1867  was  something  more  than  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale. 
That  is,  it  was  a  treaty  by  which  the  Delawares  became  a  component 
part  of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  with  the  same  rights  in  every  respect  as 
the  native  citizens  possessed. 

The  Supreme  Court  expressed  the  same  views  and  said: 

Given,  therefore,  the  two  propositions  that  the  lands  are  the  common  property  of 
the  Cherokee  Nation,  and  that  the  regiBtered  Delawares  have  become  incorporated 
into  the  Cherokee  Nation  and  are  members  and  citizens  thereof,  it  follows  necessa- 
rily that  they  are  equally  with  the  native  Cherokees  the  owners  of  and  entitled  to 
share  in  the  profits  and  proceeds  of  these  lauds. 
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The  court  also  pointed  oat  that  the  fact  that  there  might  come  a  time 
when  an  allotment  in  severalty  would  be  advisable,  was  contemplated 
and  provided  for,  and  as  bearing  upon  the  rights  of  the  adopted  citi- 
zens in  the  happening  of  that  contingency,  the  following  may  be  quoted : 

So  far  as  the  provision  in  the  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  homes  is  concerned, 
it  will  be  perceived  that  no  absolnte  title  to  these  homes  was  granted.  We  may 
take  notice  of  the  fact  that  the  Cherokees  in  their  long  occnpation  of  this  reserva- 
tion had  generally  secnred  homes  for  themselves ;  that  the  laws  by  the  Cherokee 
Nation  provided  for  the  appropriation  by  the  several  Cherokee's  of  lands  for  personal 
occapation,  and  that  this  purchase  by  the  Delawares  was  with  the  view  of  securing 
to  the  individual  Delawares  the  like  homes ;  that  the  lands  thus  purchased  and  paid 
for  still  remained  a  part  of  the  Cherokee  reservation.  And  as  a  further  oonsidera- 
Eion  for  the  payment  of  this  sum  for  the  purchase  of  homes  the  Delawares  were 
guaranteed  not  merely  the  continued  occupancy  thereof,  but  also  that  in  case  of  a 
subsequent  allotment  in  severalty  of  the  entire  body  of  lands  among  the  members 
of  the  Cherokee  Nation,  they  should  receive  an  aggregate  amount  equal  to  that 
which  they  had  purchased,  and  such  a  distribution  as  would  secure  to  them  the 
homes  upon  which  they  had  settled,  together  with  their  improvements.  So  that  if, 
when  the  allotment  was  made,  there  was  for  any  reason  not  land  enough  to  secure 
to  each  member  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  160  acres,  the  Delawares  were  to  have  at 
least  that  amount,  and  the  deficiency  would  have  to  be  borne  by  the  native  Chero- 
kees pro  rata.  In  other  words,  there  was  no  purchase  of  a  distinct  body  of  lands,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  settlement  of  other  tribes  as  tribes  within  the  limits  of  the  Chero- 
kee reservation. 

A  careful  consideration  of  this  agreement  in  connection  with  the  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Cherokee  Indians,  in  the  light  of  the 
discussions  found  in  the  respective  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Claims  and 
the  Supreme  Court,  shows  that  several  propositions  relative  thereto 
must  be  accepted  as  beyond  dispute.  Among  these  the  following  may 
be  mentioned:  That  the  registered  Delawares  who  removed  to  the 
Cherokee  Country  became  members  as  individuals  of  the  Cherokee 
Nation  with  the  same  rights  as  native  citizens;  that  they  did  not  indi- 
vidually or  collectively  acquire  the  title  to  any  specific  tract  of  land; 
that  they  did,  however,  as  individuals  have  an  interest  in  all  the  lauds 
of  the  Cherokee  Nation  in  common  with  all  other  citizens  of  that  Nation ; 
that  this  interest  or  right  of  property  was  the  same  as  that  of  the  native 
Cherokee  citizens,  with  the  added  guarantee  that  they  should,  in  case 
of  allotment  in  severalty,  receive  not  less  than  the  specified  quantity 
of  160  acres,  to  include  their  improvements;  and  that  the  children  of 
these  adopted  citizens  are  citizens  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  on  exactly 
the  same  footing  in  every  particular  as  citizens  of  Cherokee  blood. 

As  to  the  descendants  of  those  Delawares  who  became  citizens  by 
virtue  of  said  agreement,  there  can  be  no  question.  They  were  born 
citizens  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  and  are  entitled  to  share  in  the  divi- 
sion of  the  public  domain  to  the  same  extent  and  upon  the  same  terms 
as  citizens  of  Cherokee  blood.  They  took  no  title,  as  heirs,  in  the  lands 
occupied  by  their  fathers,  because  the  interest  in  these  lands  being  a 
communal  interest  was  not  descendible. 

It  is  claimed  that  those  Delawares  who  moved  into  the  Cherokee 
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country  uuder  said  agreement,  the  registered  Delawares  as  they  are 
called,  are  each  entitled  to  an  allotment  of  160  acres,  because  they 
purchased  and  paid  for  that  quantity,  and,  in  addition,  to  a  distributive 
share  of  the  remaining  lands  to  be  allotted,  because  they  are  citizens 
of  the  nation.  In  the  suit  before  the  courts  it  was  claimed  in  behalf  of 
the  Cherokees  that  those  Delawares  were  not  entitled  to  any  share 
of  the  lauds  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  beyond  the  quantity  of  IGO  acres 
mentioned  in  the  agreement.  In  support  of  this  contention  it  was 
argued  that  the  price  paid  was  a  grossly  inadequate  consideration  for 
an  interest  in  all  the  lands  of  the  Cherokees.  In  discussing  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  price  paid  the  Supreme  Court  used  the  following  language: 

Neither  shonld  too  much  weight  be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  Delawares  were  to 
pay  for  their  homes  at  the  rate  of  a  dollar  an  acre,  for  by  that  purchase  they  aeqnired 
no  title  in  fee  simple,  and  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  believe  that  the  price  thus  fixed 
was  not  merely  as  compensation  for  the  value  of  the  lands,  (to  be  taken  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  reservation,  where  the  body  of  the  Cherokees  had  their  homes,  and 
therefore  probably  the  most  valuable  portion  of  the  entire  reservation,)  but  also  as 
sufficient  compensation  for  an  interest  in  the  entire  body  of  lands,  that  interest 
being  like  that  of  the  native  Cherokees  limited  to  a  mere  occupancy  of  the  tracts  set 
apart  for  homes,  with  the  right  to  free  use  in  common  of  the  unoccupied  portion  of 
the  reserve,  afid  a  right  to  share  in  any  future  allotment. 

Again,  in  speaking  of  the  question  of  allotment,  the  court  said: 

That  there  might  come  a  time  when  an  allotment  in  severalty  would  be  advisable, 
was  something  that  was  contemplated  and  provided  for.  And  while,  if  allotment 
had  been  made  at  the  time  among  the  13,573  Cherokees  there  would  have  been 
enough  land  to  have  given  each  nearly  1,000  acres,  yet,  with  the  expected  coming  In 
of  other  tribes,  either  to  take  certain  selected  portions  of  the  reservation  as  tribes 
by  an  absolute  title,  or  to  enlarge  the  numbers  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  by  adoption, 
(as  in  the  case  of  these*  Delawares,)  it  was  foreseen  that  the  time  might  come  when 
the  allotment  might  not  secure  even  160  acres  to  each  individual,  and  so  was  added 
the  express  guarantee  that  the  purchasing  Delawares  should  obtain  at  least  that 
amount  in  the  allotment. 

In  view  of  these  declarations  by  the  Supreme  Court  as  to  the  mean- 
ing and  effect  of  tlie  agreement  between  these  people,  the  contention 
that  the  registered  Delawares  are  entitled  to  160  acres  each  by  right 
of  purchase,  and  also  to  an  allotment  in  the  remaining  lands,  can  not 
be  sustained.  As  said  by  the  Court  of  Claims,  the  agreement  was 
something  more  than  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  lands.  It 
was  in  fact  a  compact  for  the  consolidation  of  two  separate  and  distinct 
bodies  politic  by  which  they  became  united  in  one.  By  its  terms  the 
Delawares,  or  that  portion  of  that  tribe  which  saw  fit  to  accept  the 
agreement,  were  merged  in  and  became  a  component  part  of  the  body 
politic  of  the  Cherokee  Nation.  It  was  the  evident  intention  and  effect 
of  the  compact  to  make  the  adopted  members  equal  in  all  respects 
with  the  original  members. 

After  a  careful  consideration  I  am  of  opinion  and  so  advise  you,  that 
the  Cherokee  citizens  of  Delaware  blood  are  entitled  to  the  same  quan- 
tity of  land  in  allotment  as  are  those  of  Cherokee  blood,  with  the 
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proviso  that  if  it  be  found  there  is  not  sufficient  laud  to  give  each  mem- 
ber of  the  Nation  as  much  as  160  a<;re8  in  allotment,  then  those  Dela- 
wares  who  moved  into  the  Cherokee  country,  known  as  registered 
Delawares,  shall  first  be  given  the  full  quantity  of  160  acres,  the 
remainder  of  the  land  to  be  divided  equally  among  the  remaining 
members  of  the  Nation. 
Approved,  October  5, 1897, 
O.  N.  Bliss, 

Secreta/ry. 

BESERT  LAND  CONTEST— RECLAMATION* 

Bebby  et  al.  V.  Blunt. 

■«» 

A  charge  of  non-reelamatioii,  within  the  statutory  period,  shoald  not  he  entertained 
against  a  desert  land  entry,  where  it  appears  that  the  land  has  heeu  reclaimed 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  October 
(F.  L.  C.)  5 y  1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  William  A.  Berry  and  William  D. 
McGracken  v,  Phineas  U.  Blaiit,  involving  the  desert  land  entry  of  the 
latter  for  the  W.  i  of  Sec.  10,  T.  26  S.,  R.  24  B.,  M.  D.  M.,  Visaiia  land 
district,  California. 

Said  entry  was  made  March  30, 1877;  bnt  on  September  28, 1877,  it 
was  (with  many  others)  suspended  with  a  view  to  an  investigation  as 
to  the  character  of  the  land. 

On  August  28, 1885,  Chester  M.  Carter  and  William  McCracken  filed 
joint  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry,  alleging  in  substance  that 
he  had  not  reclaimed  the  land,  and  that  it  was  not  desert  in  character. 

On  December  7, 1885,  a  hearing  was  had;  the  local  officers  rendered 
no  decision,  but  transmitted  the  record  thereof  to  your  office. 

The  order  of  suspension  (supra)  was  revoked  by  the  Department  on 
January  12, 1891,  (see  case  of  James  B.  Haggin,  12  L.  D.,  34)  and  direc- 
tion given  as  follows  (page  42) : 

The  time  between  the  date  when  said  order  of  suspension  became  effective,  and 
the  date  of  the  notice  of  its  reyocation,  wiU  be  excluded  from  the  time  within  which 
the  entryman  is  required  to  make  proof  of  his  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  law. 

In  accordance  with  the  decision  and  order  above  mentioned,  your 
office,  on  February  10,  1891,  revoked  the  order  of  suspension  in  the 
case  of  the  entry  here  in  controversy  (with  many  others),  and  directed 
the  local  officers  ^<to  take  appropriate  action"  therein. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  for  June  13, 1891,  to  determine  what  would 
be  ^'  appropriate  action."  The  local  officers,  without  tarkiiig  testimony, 
dismissed  the  contest,  because  an  examination  of  the  affidavit  of  con- 
test showed  that  it  was 

not  properly  corroborated,  and  that  the  facts  therein  stated,  if  admitted  to  be  true, 
would  not  Justify  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 


304  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

The  contestants  appealed;  whereupon  your  office,  on  April  26, 1892, 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers. 

The  contestants  appealed  to  the  Department ;  which,  on  July  7, 1893, 
held  that  <Hhe  substantial  merits  of  the  case  had  been  sacrificed  to 
technicalities";  that  the  "  appropriate  action'' that  should  have  been 
taken  by  the  local  officers  was  ^'  to  have  proceeded  with  the  trial  of  the 
charges,  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  the  character  of  the  land  at  the 
date  of  the  entry";  and  directed  "  that  course  to  be  taken  by  the  local 
officers  at  a  hearing"  to  be  thereafter  ordered.    (See  17  L.  D.,  96.) 

In  pursuance  of  the  above  decision  your  office  ordered  a  hearing, 
which  was  held  commencing  August  19,  and  closing  October  12, 1893. 

On  December  11, 1893,  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision  in  favor 
of  the  entryman;  which,  on  appeal  ^was  affirmed  by  your  office  on 
February  13,  1894. 

On  March  22  and  23, 1894,  Blunt  made  final  proof  (as  permitted  by 
amended  Eule  of  Practice  No.  53).  Said  proof  was  transmitted  to  your 
office,  together  with  additional  affidavits,  filed  January  2, 1894,  charg- 
ing non-reclamation  at  that  date;  also  a  protest  by  McCracken,  filed 
March  22, 1894,  against  the  allowance  of  Blunt's  proof,  alleging  that 
the  time  prescribed  by  law  for  making  such  proof  had  expired.  Tour 
office  transmitted  the  entire  record  to  the  Department,  with  an  appeal 
by  the  contestants  from  your  office  decision  of  February  13, 1894  (supra). 

The  Department,  on  July  6,  1895,  found  and  held  as  follows  (310 
L.  and  B.,  456) : 

The  testimony  is  Yolaminons  and  very  conflicting  as  to  the  character  of  the  land 
in  1877;  bat  a  careful  reading  of  it  shows  that  the  weight  of  the  evidence  sustains 
the  opinion  of  the  local  officers  and  your  decision  that  in  1877  the  land  was  not 
ca7)able  of  cultivation,  and  was  what  would  be  classed  as  desert  land  ....  Within 
the  time  Blunt  had  to  comply  with  the  law,  ditches  were  carried  ftom  the  canal  to  the 
land,  sufficient  in  number  and  volume  to  thoroughly  irrigate  the  entire  tract,  as 
appears  by  his  final  proof— which  was  made  after  your  office  decision.  That  the 
tract  was  desert  land  in  1877,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  was  fully  shown  by 
the  evidence  at  the  hearing ;  and  that-  the  irrigation  was  snccessfuUy  made  in  proper 
time  appears  by  the  flnal  proof. 

A  motion  for  review  was  filed;  and  the  Department  on  December  16, 
1895,  re-af!irmed  its  prior  decision  except  in  so  far  as  appears  by  the 
following  extract  from  the  decision  denying  the  motion  for  review 
(321  L.  and  R.,  403) : 

It  follows  that  the  final  proof  in  thia  case  was  submitted  within  the  statutory 
limit,  and  that  the  protests  do  not  state  sufficient  grounds  to  authorize  the  hearing 
prayed  for. 

Inasmuch  as  the  sufficiency  of  Blunt's  final  proof  had  not  been  passed  upon  by 
your  office  when  the  decision  herein  under  review  was  rendered,  it  was  unnecessary 
for  the  Department  to  pass  upon  the  same,  as  was  apparently  done  in  said  decision. 
The  papers  are  herewith  returned  to  your  office,  with  directions  to  re-examine  Blunt's 
proof  of  reclamation.  If  the  same  be  found  satisfactory,  payment  will  be  acceptedj 
and  certificate  will  issue. 
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Your  office,  in  a  letter  dated  Jane  13, 1896,  to  the  local  officers,  in  the 
matter  of  a  special  agent's  adverse  report  (of  April  11, 1894)  concerning 
Blnnt's  entry,  gave  the  following  directions: 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  charge  of  the  special  agent  as  to  the  non-desert 
character  of  the  land  has  been  disposed  of  by  the  several  decisions  before  mentioned, 
and  that  the  entryman  should  not  be  called  upon  to  defend  a  second  time  against 
the  same  charge  (9  L.  D.,  217),  no  action  on  the  agent's  report  is  deemed  necessary, 
and  the  entry  is  relieved  from  suspension ;  and  the  final  proof  having  been  examined 
and  fonnd  satisfactory,  yon  are  directed  to  accept  payment  for  the  land  and  issae 
the  final  certificate. 

Before  the  issuance  of  the  above  order,  however,  William  A.  Berry 
and  William  D.  McCracken,  on  January  21, 1896,  filed  in  the  local  office 
their  joint  affidavit  of  contest  against  Blunt's  entry.  Said  affidavit 
charges  that  the  final  proof  submitted  by  Blont  on  March  22,  and  23, 
1894,  was  not  made  within  the  statutory  period  of  three  years  from  date 
of  entry,  exclusive  of  the  period  of  suspension.  The  allegations  set 
forth  in  detail  the  facts  hereinbefore  recited,  setting  forth,  further,  that 
Blunt's  attorney,  George  C.  Gorham,  had  actual  notice  in  June,  1891,  of 
the  revocation  of  said  suspension,  and  they  contend  that  said  notice  was 
binding  on  Blunt;  that  therefore  time  began  (again)  to  run  against  the 
entry  from  said  date,  and  that  his  proof  was  not  submitted  within 
the  time  prescribed. 

The  local  officers  ordered  a  hearing,  which  was  set  for  June  22, 1896. 
On  that  day  Blunt  made  special  appearance,  by  attorney,  and  moved 
that  the  contest  be  dismissed,  upon  the  grounds,  in  substance: 

That  the  matter  was  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  ofiScers;  that  the 
complaint  was  not  made  nntil  long  after  the  proof  of  reclamation  had  heen  submit- 
ted, and  was  not  in  the  nature  of  a  charge  of  frand  or  irregularity  in  the  proof;  that 
legal  notice  of  the  revocation  of  the  suspension  of  the  entry  was  not  serred  upon 
the  entryman  until  it  waa  served  by  registered  mail,  on  August  21,  1893,  and  that 
therefore  the  final  proof  was  duly  submitted ;  and  that  the  charges  now  brought 
were  fully  heard  and  adjudicated  in  the  case  of  Carter  and  McCracken  v.  Blunt. 

The  local  officers  denied  the  motion  to  dismiss,  and  the  hearing  pro- 
ceeded. On  September  10, 1896,  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision, 
in  which  they  say: 

At  the  trial  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint  were  substantially  proved ; 
and  the  only  questions  which  need  be  considered  are :  (1)  Has  this  office  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause?  (2)  Did  the  claimant  have  notice  of  the  revocation  of  the  suRpension 
of  his  entry  in  1891  f    (8)  If  so,  was  he  bound  by  that  notice? 

These  several  questions  the  local  officers  decided  favorably  to  the 
contestant.  Due  notice  was  given  to  all  parties  in  interest;  but  the 
defendant  failed  to  appeal. 

On  receipt  of  the  record  of  the  case  your  office  (apparently  under 
Rule  48  of  Practice)  rendered  a  decision,  of  which  the  following  is  the 
conclusion : 

VHule  it  is  true  that  the  question  as  to  whether  Blnnt's  final  proof  was  made 
within  the  statutory  limits  was  expressly  decided  in  the  entryman's  favor  by  said 
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departmental  decision,  on  review,  of  December  16, 1895,  it  is  to  be  said  that  the 
conclusion  of  the  Department  in  that  regard  (citing  Farnell  v.  Brown,  21  L.  D.,  394). 
was  based  solely  on  the  ground  that  legal  notice  of  the  revocation  of  said  saspension 
was  not  served  npon  this  claimant  nntil  Angust,  1893,  when,  as  the  record  shows, 
it  was  given  by  registered  mail.    The  fact  that  the  record  then  showed  Blnnt's  said 

.  attorney,  Gorham,  to  have  had  actnal  notice  of  the  revocation  of  the  suspension  in 
June,  1891,  was  neither  urged  by  the  said  contestants,  nor  treated  by  the  Depart- 
ment, as  affecting  said  question. 

The  effect  of  said  actual  notice  to  Blunt  in  June,  1891,  is  now,  for  the  first  time, 
expressly  raised  by  the  contestants  herein,  and  they  virtually  rest  their  case 
thereon.  The  consideration  of  such  question  at  this  time  would  manifestly,  involve 
the  collateral  inquiry  as  to  whether,  under  the  terms  of  said  departmental  decision 
of  December  16,  1895,  the  main  issue  here  presented  had  become  res  judicata.  These 
are  both  matters,  however,  which,  in  view  of  all  the  facts,  are  not  essential  to  a 
proper  determination  of  the  case. 

It  is  evident  from  the  record  facts  hereinabove  stated  that  contest  proceedings 
were  pending  against  this  entry  from  the  time  such  suspension  was  revoked  on 
February  10,  1891,  up  to  January  21,  1896,  when  notice  was  given  of  the  final  termi- 
nation of  tlie  contest  brought  by  Carter  and  McCrackcn.  In  fact,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  initiation  of  the  proceedings  now  under  consideration  on  said  January  21, 
1896,  brings  the  pendency  of  adverse  proceedings  down,  without  interruption,  to 
the  present  time.  It  is  a  settled  rule  that  a  claimant,  while  not  excused  from  com- 
pliance with  law  in  other  respects  by  the  pendency  of  adverse  proceedings,  is  yet 
not  bound  to  submit  proof  in  the  presence  of  such  proceedings,  but  may  elect  to 

'  wait  a  termination  in  his  favor  (Gant  v,  Locke,  17  L.  D.,  203).  It  follows  that 
Blunt's  said  proof  antedates  the  filings  of  this  contest  by  nearly  two  years,  and  was 
not  subject  to  subsequent  attack  except  for  fraud  or  irregularity,  you  should  have  * 
dismissed  the  contest.  For  these  reasons,  your  decision  was  clearly  contrary  to 
law  and  it  is  hereby  accordingly  reversed.  Under  the  terms  of  said  letter  "P"  of 
June  13,  1896,  Blunt's  proof  stands  approved  and  accepted  by  this  office. 

From  the  above  decision  of  yoar  office  the  contestants  have  appealed 
to  the  Departnient,  alleging,  in  substance,  tbat  your  office  was  in  error 
in  holding  tbat  the  matters  in  contest  were  res  judicata;  in  not  holding 
that  notice  in  1891,  to  Blunt's  counsel,  Gorham,  was  notice  to  Blunt; 
in  not  holding  that  Blunt "  did  not  reclaim  the  land  in  controversy 
within  three  years  after  he  received  notice  that  his  entry  was  relieved 
from  suspension;"  in  holding  that  the  pendency  of  a  contest  was  no 
excuse  for  non-compliance  with  the  law;  in  not  holding  that  the  acts  of 
July  26,  and  August  6, 1894  (28  Stat.,  123, 226),  could  not  aid  the  entry- 
man,  because  the  time  within  which  he  was  required  to  reclaim  the  land 
had  expired  before  the  passage  of  either  act;  in  not  finding  that  the 
entryman's  failure  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and 
receiver  forever  barred  him  from  subsequently  asserting  any  right  to  the 
land;  in  not  holding ^< that  the  entry  of  Blunt  was  made  in  the  interest 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  Kern  County  Land  Company,  a  corporation 
whose  capital  is  $10,000,000." 

Relative  to  the  last  allegation  it  may.  be  said  that  no  such  charge 
appears  in  the  contest  affidavit  of  either  Berry  or  McOracken,  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  any  proof  was  taken  tending  to  sustain  snob 
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alIefi:ation«    Indeed,  this  woald  appear  to  be  coDceded  by  counsel  for 
contestants,  when  he  says  in  his  argument: 

If  we  may  be  permitted  to  follow  coansel's  example  and  go  outside  of  the  record, 
we  might  say  that  Mr.  Blunt  possibly  cares  but  little  whether  he  gets  title  or  not; 
for  in  all  probability  he  will,  as  soon  as  proof  is  made,  do  like  nearly  all  other  desert 
entrymen  who  located  desert  lands  near  his,  viz :  convey  to  the  Kern  County  Land 
Company. 

The  remaining  allegations  of  error  need  not  be  discussed  seriatim. 
A  perusal  of  them  will  show  that  they  do  not  allege  that  Blunt  had 
not  reclaimed  the  land  in  controversy  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
contest  affidavits  of  said  Berry  and  McCracken  (January  21, 1896),  but 
that  he  did  not  reclaim  it  ^^  within  three  years  after  he  received  notice 
that  his  entry  was  relieved  from  suspension."  Whether  or  not  notice 
to  Gorham  was  notice  to  Blunt — whether  or  not  Blunt  reclaimed  the 
land  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law — your  office  has  found  as  a 
fact  proved  by  the  record  and  the  testimony,  and  it  is  not  denied  by 
these  contestants,  that  he  reclaimed  it  long  prior  to  the  filing  of  these 
contest  affidavits  by  Berry  and  McCracken;  and  any  laches  of  which 
he  may  have  been  guilty  was  cured  prior  to  their  appearance  iu  the 
case.  The  desert  land  act  does  not  ^^  contain  any  penalty  or  forfeiture 
clause  covering  a  failure  to  properly  reclaim  the  land."  (Miller  v. 
Noble,  3  L.  D.,  9).  In  the  case  of  Meads  v.  Geiger  (16  L.  D.,  366),  the 
Department  held  (see  syllabus) : 

The  right  of  a  desert  land  entryman,  who  fails  to  effect  reclamation  within  the 
statutory  period,  to  perfect  his  claim,  is  not  defeated  hy  the  intervention  of  a  con- 
test, where  from  the  first  the  entryman  has  shown  the  utmost  diligence  and  good 
faith,  and  the  default  is  due  to  a  mistake  which  the  entryman  is  engaged  in  rectify- 
ing when  the  contest  is  initiated. 

(See  also  Thompson  v.  Bartholet,  18  L.  D.,  96;  Oage  v.  Atwater,  21 
L.  D.,  211).  Much  less  can  his  right  be  defeated  by  the  intervention  of 
a  contest  when  the  entryman  has  already  completed  reclamation,  prior 
to  the  initiation  of  contest.  The  contestants  in  the  case  at  bar,  how- 
ever, allege  that  Blunt  was  negligent  in  effecting  reclamation  of  the 
land  embraced  in  his  entry.  If  it  were  to  be  conceded  that  such  was 
the  case,  the  Department  has  held,  in  the  contest  case  of  Miller  v.  Noble 
(3  L.  D.,  9,  syllabus) : 

Where  the  claimant  was  negligent  in  his  reclamation,  hut  the  defect  was  cured 
before  contest,  the  entry  wiU  not  be  disturbed. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  contests  were  properly  dismissed  by  your 
office.    Your  decision  is  therefore  afOrmed. 
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BEPATMENT— DOUBLE  MINTMUM  EXCESS. 

LUBETTA  R.  MBDBUBT. 

A  claim  for  repayment  of  doable  minimum  excess  cannot  be  allowed,  if  the  land  at 
date  of  entry  was  properly  rated  at  double  minimum,  though  the  road  opposite 
said  land  was  not  constructed,  and  the  grant  therefor  was  afterwards  forfeited. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L.  C.)  5, 1897.  (P.  W.  C.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  "  M^  of  June  23,  1897,  reporting 
adversely  upon  the  application  filled  on  behalf  of  Laretta  B.  Medbury 
for  repayment  of  double  minimum  excess  paid  by  Samuel  Medbury 
upon  cash  entries  Nos.  2106  lo  2116,  inclusive,  Bayfield  series,  Wis- 
consin. These  cash  entries  were  made  on  August  7, 1872,  and  Medbury 
paid  at  the  rate  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre,  the  lands  being 
within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  under  the  act  of  May  5,  1864 
(13  Stat.,  66),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bail- 
road.  S.iid  road  was  not  constructed  opposite  the  lands  covered  by 
said  cash  entries,  and  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  888),  the 
price  of  lands  similarly  tsituated  was  reduced  to  one  dollar  and  twenty- 
five  cents  per  acre.  The  grant  opposite  this  portion  of  the  road  was 
forfeited  by  the  act  of  September  29,  1890  (26  Stat.,  496). 

From  the  above  recitation  it  is  clear  that  at  the  time  Medbury  made 
the  entries  in  question  he  was  properly  charged  two  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  per  acre,  the  lands  being  rated  at  the  double  minimum  price. 

In  the  application  under  consideration  it  is  urged  that  as  the  grant 
opposite  the  lands  in  question  has  been  forfeited,  it  ^'  has  afterwards 
been  found"  that  the  lands  covered  by  said  entries  are  not  within  the 
limits  of  a  railroad  grant,  and  repayment  should  be  made  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  16, 1880  (21  L.  D.,  287). 
Said  section  provides : 

and  in  all  cases  where  parties  have  paid  donhle-minimnm  price  for  land  which  has 
afterwards  been  found  not  to  be  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad  land  grant,  the  excess 
of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  shall  in  like  manner  be  repaid  to  the 
purchaser  thereof,  or  to  his  heirs  or  assigns. 

It  has  uniformly  been  ruled  by  this  Department  that  the  proper  con- 
struction of  said  section  makes  the  condition  at  the  time  of  the  entry 
the  criterion  in  determining  the  question  as  to  whether  repayment 
should  be  made  under  said  section. 

The  case  under  consideration  is  in  all  important  particulars  similar 
to  that  of  Byron  Allison  (19  L.  D.,  458),  in  which  it  was  held  that  repay- 
ment of  the  double  minimum  excess  can  not  be  allowed  where  the  land 
was  properly  held  at  that  price  at  the  date  of  its  sale. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  case  of  Thomas  Kearney  (7  L.  D.,  29),  repay- 
ment was  allowed  specifically  upon  the  ground  that  at  the  time  Kear- 
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ney's  entry  was  made  the  land  was  Dot  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad 
land  grant,  the  same  having  been  forfeited  prior  to  the  making  of  his 
entry. 

The  argument  filed  in  support  of  the  application  under  consideration 
discloses  no  snf&cient  reason  for  departing  from  the  previous  adjudica- 
tions of  this  Department,  and  the  application  is  accordingly  denied. 


REPATMENT— PRICE    OP    I>ANI>— VTITHDRAWAL-DOUBLE    MINIMUM. 

James  S.  Elliott. 

The  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  road  between  Wallnla,  Washington,  and  Portland, 
Oregon,  as  shown  by  the  map  of  general  route  filed  August  13,  1870,  followed 
the  north  bank  of  the  Columbia  River  within  the  Territory  of  Washington,  and 
the  width  of  the  withdrawal  thereon  was  consequently  governed  by  the  pro- 
visions in  the  granting  act  relative  to  the  extent  of  the  grant  where  the  line  of 
road  passed  through  a  Territory;  and  the  fact  that  the  said  river  was  not  cor- 
rectly located  on  said  map  would  not  affect  the  extent  of  said  withdrawal. 

The  price  of  the  reserved  alternate  sections  falling  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal 
made  on  the  general  route  of  the  Northern  Pacific  was,  by  the  terms  of  the  grant 
to  said  company,  fixed  at  double  minimum. 

Repayment  of  alleged  double  minimum  excess  can  not  be  allowed,  if  the  land  at 
date  of  entry  was  properly  rated  at  double  minimum. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissimier  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  October 

(F.L.O.)  5jl897.  (F.W.C.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  "M"  of  July  2, 1897,  reporting 
adversely  upon  the  application  filed  on  behalf  of  James  S.  Elliott  for 
repayment  of  the  double  minimum  excess  paid  on  Oregon  City,  Oregon, 
cash  entry  No.  3268,  covering  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  11,  T.  2  S.,  K.  27  E. 

From  your  report  it  appears  that  according  to  the  diagram  on  file 
and  in  use  in  your  office  said  tract  was  at  the  date  of  Elliott's  purchase, 
September  5, 1888,  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon  the  map 
of  general  route  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  between  Wallula, 
Washington,  and  Portland,  Oregon,  via  the  valley  of  the  Columbia 
Biver. 

The  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad,  made  by  the  act  of  July 
2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  is  of 

every  alternate  section  of  public  land,  not  mineral,  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to 
the  amount  of  twenty  alternate  sections  per  mile,  on  each  side  of  said  railroad  line, 
as  said  company  may  a<lopt,  through  tbe  territories  of  the  United  States,  and  ten 
alternate  sections  of  land  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  railroad  whenever  it  passes 
through  any  State,  etc. 

According  to  the  map  of  general  route  filed  by  said  company  on 
August  13, 1870,  the  line  of  the  road  between  the  points  before  named 
followed  the  Columbia  Biver  along  the  north  bank,  and  as  said  river 
formed  the  boundary  line  between  the  then  Territory  of  Washington 
and  the  State  of  Oregon,  the  entire  location  appeared  to  be  within  the 
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Territory  of  Washington,  and  fi^r  that  reason  the  withdrawal  was  made 
upon  said  map  for  forty  miles  in  width  on  each  side  thereof.  It  appears, 
however,  that  upon  said  map  of  general  roate  the  Columbia  Biver  was 
incorrectly  located;  so  that  if  the  river  be  changed  and  properly  rep- 
resented, and  the  line  of  location  remain  without  regard  to  its  relative 
position  to  said  river,  the  line  of  road  as  located  would,  in  several 
places,  cross  the  river  and  for  a  short  distance  be  within  the  State  of 
Oregon.  Opposite  one  of  these  places  where  the  location  would  cross 
the  river  upon  the  principle  above  stated,  the  tract  in  question  lies, 
and  it  is  urged  that  for  the  portion  thus  shown  in  the  State  of  Oregon 
the  limit  should  be  only  twenty  miles  instead  of  forty,  and  as  the  tract 
in  question  is  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  line  of  general  route, 
the  same  was  incorrectly  included  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal 
upon  the  general  route  and  comes  within  the  class  of  lands  for  which 
repayment  is  authorized  by  the  act  of  June  16, 1880. 

From  a  review  of  the  matter  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the 
location  was  made  with  respect  to  the  river  without  regard  to  its  actual 
location  by  section,  township,  or  range,  and  that  the  location  of  the 
river,  however  shown,  would  govern  the  intended  general  route  of  the 
road.  This  being  so,  the  entire  line  was  located  within  the  Territory  of 
Washington,  and  it  was  proper  to  establish  a  forty  mile  limit  thereou. 

It  is  further  urged  in  support  of  the  application  that  as  the  line  was 
never  definitely  located  opposite  the  tract  in  question,  the  grant  never 
attached  to  any  specific  tracts,  and  that  consequently  there  was  no 
increase  in  price  in  the  alternate  sections. 

In  answer  to  this,  I  might  say  that  the  sixth  section  of  the  granting 
act,  after  providing  for  the  withdrawal  upon  the  general  route,  declares 
that  the  reserved  alternate  sections  shall  not  be  sold  by  the  govern- 
ment at  less  than  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre  when  offered  for 
sale,  thus  increasing  the  price  of  the  even  numbered  sections  included 
within  the  limits  upon  the  map  of  general  route.  The  portion  of  the 
road  opposite  the  tract  in  question  was  never  constructed,  and  the 
price  of  the  even  numbered  sections  was  reduced  to  one  dollar  and 
twenty-five  cents  per  acre  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1889, 

As  before  stated,  Elliott  made  his  purchase  September  5, 1888,  at 
which  time  the  land  was  properly  rated  at  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents 
per  acre,  and  there  is  no  authority  under  the  law  for  granting  the 
application  for  return  of  the  double  minimum  excess. 

The  application  is  accordingly  denied. 
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SUCCESSFUL   CONTESTANT— PREFERENCE    RIGHT— SECOND.  JBNTRT. 

Wyatt  V.  Wells, 

The  right  of  a  saccesafal  contestant  to  ezeroise  the  preferred  right  of  entry  accorded 
by  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  mast  be  determined  by  his  qualification  to  make  such 
entry  at  the  time  he  applies  therefor,  irrespective  of  his  qaaUfications  prior 
thereto. 

Section  2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  provides  for  the  alJowance  of  a  second  homestead 
entry  in  any  case  in  which  the  applicant,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute, 
made  a  homestead  entry,  but  has  not  perfected  title  thereunder,  either  before  or 
since  that  time. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L.  0.)  6',  1897.  (E.  M.  K.) 

This  case  involves  the  K  i  of  the  SB.  J  and  the  SB.  J  of  the  NB.  J  of 
Sec.  21,  T.  11  N.,  E.  20  B.,  Sacramento  land  district,  California. 

Th«  record  shows  that  on  January  24,  1889,  Henry  J.  Wells  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  S.  J  of  the  S  W.  J,  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  and 
the  N  W.  i  of  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  21,  T.  11  N.,  E.  20  B.  A  contest  having 
been  filed  against  this  entry  by  one  James  B.  Gallaner,it  was  canceled 
as  to  the  NW.  J  of  the  SB.  J  thereof,  on  December  30, 1891,  and  there- 
after, on  January  16, 1892,  the  said  Gallaner  made  homestead  entry  for 
the  tracts  in  controversy.  Subsequently  Wells,  the  defendant-respond- 
ent, contested  the  entry  of  Gallaner  on  the  gr^^und  of  non-compliance 
with  law,  and  your  office,  on  June  24, 1896,  sustained  the  contest  and 
canceled  the  entry.  Thereafter,  on  July  11, 1896,  William  W.  Wyatt, 
the  plaiutiffappellant,  made  application  to  enter  under  the  homestead 
law  the  tracts  in  controversy,  which  the  local  officers  rejected  for  the 
reason  that  Wells  was  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  the  date  of  notice  of 
the  cancellation  of  Gallaner's  entry  within  which  to  exercise  his  pref- 
erence right  of  entry.  Three  days  thereafter,  on  July  14, 1896,  Wells 
filed  his  relinquishment  of  his  homestead  entry  above  described,  and  at 
the  same  time  his  application  to  enter  the  laud  theretofore  covered  by 
the  entry  of  Gallaner.  The  local  officers  accepted  the  application  and 
placed  the  entry  of  record.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  your  office,  and 
on  March  9, 1897,  you  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers;  from 
which  decision  appeal  by  Wyatt  brings  the  case  to  the  Department  for 
consideration. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  defendant-respondent  was  ail  entry- 
man  of  record  at  the  time  of  initiating  contest,  and  remained  so  until 
after  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  of  Gallaner,  and,  as  such,  was  dis- 
qualified from  the  exercise  of  a  preference  right  of  entry;  that  when  he 
undertook  to  exercise  such  right  he  was  confronted  by  an  adverse 
claimant  for  the  land;  that  only  in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim 
could  he  have  been  permitted  to  have  in  this  manner  segregated  two 
tracts  of  land,  the  one  under  his  homestead  entry  and  the  other  under 
his  preference  right  of  entry;  and  that  such  a  position  is  an  anomalous 
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one  and  unknown  to  the  law  relating  to  the  public  land.  It  is  nrged 
that  inasmach  as  the  plaintiff  was  a  settler  upon  this  land  at  the  date 
of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  of  Gallaner,  his  rights  attached  eo 
instantu  It  is  further  urged,  under  the  authority  of  ITewbanks  v, 
Thompson  (22  L.  D.,  490),  that  the  entry  of  Wells  could  not  be  allowed 
in  any  instance.  Per  contra,  the  defendant-respondent  insists  that 
having  brought  a  contest,  and  having  succeeded  in  cancelling  the  entry 
of  Gallauer,  he  was  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry;  that  his 
qualification  prior  to  the  time  that  he  sought  to  exercise  the  right  of 
entry  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  case;  that  when  he  made  said  appli- 
cation to  exercise  a  preference  right  of  entry  under  the  act  of  May  14, 
1880,  he  was  qualified  in  all  respects  to  make  such  entry;  and  that  the 
case  is  in  all  essential  respects  similar  to  one  who  as  a  minor  files  a 
contest  against  an  existing  entry  and  secures  the  cancellation  thereof, 
and  who,  when  he  makes  his  application  to  enter  the  tract,  has  reached 
his  majority. 

The  syllabus  of  the  case  of  Newbanks  v,  Thompson,  «i(pra,  cited  by 
counsel,  is  as  follows: 

A  party  who  settles  ou  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  another,  under  an  agreement 
with  the  prior  en  try  man  that  such  entry  shall  be  relinqnished  for  his  benefit,  acquires 
no  right  as  a  settler  as  against  the  intervening  entry  of  another,  made  on  the  relin- 
qnishment  of  the  prior  entry,  if  he  fails  to  secure  the  release  of  said  land,  through 
contest,  or  in  the  manner  agreed  upon. 

The  light  to  make  a  second  homestead  entry  under  section  2,  act  of  March  2, 1889, 
can  not  be  invoked  for  the  protection  of  a  settler  who  at  the  time  of  hiji  settlement 
has  an  entry  of  record  for  another  tract. 

On  page  493  in  said  case  it  was  said,  speaking  of  the  second  section 
of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  854) : 

It  was  not  intended  by  said  act  to  allow  an  entryman  while  his  entry  is  of  record 
to  lay  claim  to  another  tract  under  the  settlement  laws  ....  He  can  not  by  an 
entry  for  one  tract  and  a  settlement  on  another  seggregate  both  from  the  pubhe 
domain. 

I  am  unable  to  see,  however,  in  what  way  that  case  controls  the  one 
at  bar.  It  would  be  manifestly  improper,  as  that  decision  correctly 
holds,  to  allow  a  man,  by  entry  and  settlement  upon  different  tracts, 
to  segregate  the  one  and  appropriate  the  other  from  the  public  domain. 
This  would  be  opposed  to  the  spirit  of  the  homestead  law.  The  facts 
ii)  the  case  at  bar  present  an  entirely  different  case.  Wells's  entry 
segregated  the  land  covered  thereby,  and  his  preference  right  of  entry 
precluded  the  land  covered  thereby  from  entry  by  any  other  for  a  period 
of  thirty  days,  and  thereafter,  in  a  sense,  reserved  that  from  entry  ^  but 
this  last  was  a  right  guaranteed  by  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  and  it 
seems,  under  the  authorities,  would  have  reserved  the  land  in  behalf  of 
a  person  whose  qualifications  were  not  known.  When  Wells  applied 
to  exercise  his  preference  right  he  had  relinquished  the  former  entry, 
and  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  was  entitled 
to  make  entry  of  the  laud  in  question. 
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Whilst  the  case  of  Dowinan  v.  Moss  (19  L.  D.,  526)  held,  in  speaking 
of  this  section,  ^'it  was  not  intended  to  allow  those  who  made  entry 
before  the  approval  of  the  act  to  relinqnish  it  and  make  a  new  entry,'' 
this  holding  has  since  been  overrnled  and  set  aside  by  the  case  of 
Hertzke  v.  Henermond  (25  L.  D.,  82),  and  it  was  said  therein  that  such 
holding  in  the  case  of  Dowman  v.  Moss  was  obiter  dictum  and  wonld 
not,  therefore,  be  followed.  Acting  Secretary  Byan  said,  in  speaking 
of  said  second  section : 

I  have  no  hesitation  in  concluding  that  it  provides  for  the  allowance  of  second 
homestead  entry  in  any  case  in  which  the  applicant,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
statute,  made  entry  nnder  the  homestead  law  but  has  not  perfected  title  thereunder, 
either  before  or  since  that  time. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— TOWNSITE-STOVEY-PirBLIC  PAKK. 

City  op  Kinofisheb  v.  Whipple  et  al. 

The  aetion  of  townsite  trustees,  in  the  disposition  of  town  lots,  may  be  reviewed  by 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  nnder  the  rules  governing  contests 
before  the  local  land  offices. 

The  act  of  May  14, 1890,  empowers  townsite  trustees  in  Oklahoma  to  approve  sur- 
veys of  townsites  made  prior  thereto;  and  the  limitation  as  to  the  acreage  that 
may  be  included  in  a  public  park,  under  section  22,  act  of  May  2, 1890,  is  not 
applicable  to  a  survey  so  adopted. 

A  survey  of  a  townsite,  made  by  the  provisional  authorities  of  a  municipality,  be- 
comes operative  from  and  after  its  execution  and  approval  by  said  authorities, 
when  subsequently  adopted  by  the  townsite  trustees  after  entry. 

The  law  applicable  to  townsites  contemplates  a  survey  of  the  land  into  lots  and 
blocks  before  deeds  may  be  given. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L.  0.)  7, 1897.  (G.  C.  K.) 

This  case  involves  twenty-seven  and  one  half  acres,  being  a  part  of 
the  S.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  16  N.,  R.  7  W.,  I.  M.,  and  is  now  a  part  of  the 
city  of  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma,  having  been  entered  for  municipal  pur- 
X>oses  by  townsite  board  No.  3,  on  August  5, 1890.  The  tract  is  known 
as  Oklahoma  Park. 

It  appears  that  certain  persons — namely,  K.  D.  Whipple,  James  A. 
Morris,  Joseph  Kaufman,  James  A.  Seese,  W.  D.  Cornelius,  William 
Kinmaii,  William  Savage,  and  Marion  Moxley — settled  on  different 
parts  of  said  park  during  the  spring  and  summer  of  1889,  and  in  1890, 
after  the  laud  had  beeu  entered  for  town  purposes,  made  application  for 
deeds.  Townsite  board  No.  6  allowed  the  applications  of  all  the  parties 
above  named,  except  those  of  William  E.  Savage  and  James  A.  Seese, 
which  the  board  denied  because  it  was  not  shown  that  either  of  them 
was  occupying  the  land  at  date  when  the  land  was  entered  for  townsite 
purposes.  As  respects  the  other  applicants,  the  board  found  that  they 
were  each  occupying  their  claims  when  the  land  was  surveyed,  and  also 
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when  the  townsite  board  set  apart  the  land  for  a  park,  etc.  Savage  and 
Scese  appealed,  and  yonr  office,  by  decision  dated  January  21,  1897, 
affirmed  the  action  of  the  board  with  respect  to  the  applications  of  the 
two  appellants,  but  reversed  that  action  as  to  all  the  other  applicants, 
thus  holding  that  none  of  them  was  entitled  to  the  deeds  applied  for. 
From  that  action  all  the  applicants,  except  Joseph  Kaufman,  have 
appealed  to  this  Department. 
The  appeal  alleges  the  following  principal  grounds  of  error: 

1.  In  reversing  the  action  of  the  board  of  trustees  as  to  Whipple, 
Morris,  Cornelius,  Kin  man  and  Moxley,  in  the  absence  of  any  appeal 
from  said  decision  involving  the  rights  of  said  defendants,  and  in 
assuming  the  power  and  jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  any  of  the  rights  of 
the  defendants  other  than  W.  E.  Savage  and  James  A.  Seese,  who 
alone  appealed. 

2.  In  holding  that  the  improvements  on  the  several  lots  were  made 
by  defendants  with  knowledge  that  the  land  they  respectively  settled 
upon  had  been  set  apart  for  a  park  by  the  inhabitants  of  said  village, 
and  erred  in  drawing  such  conclusion  from  the  agreed  statement  of 
fact. 

3.  In  holding  that  the  inhabitants  of  Lisbon  (now  Kingfisher)  set 
apart  the  land  included  in  Oklahoma  Park  for  park  puiposes,  and  in 
holding  that  they  had  the  right  to  do  so. 

4.  In  holding  that  when  the  townsite  board  l^o.  3,  accepted  the  sur- 
vey of  said  townsite  of  Lisbon  (now  Kingfisher),  said  survey  became 
operative  from  May  7, 1889. 

5.  In  holding  that  townsite  boards  are  limited  to  issuing  deeds  for 
lots  only,  and  cannot  issue  them  until  the  land  has  been  surveyed  and 
platted  into  blocks,  lots,  streets  and  alleys. 

It  appears  that  the  inhabitants  of  Lisbon  (now  Kingfisher)  caused  to 
be  surveyed  and  platted  into  blocks,  lots,  streets  and  alleys  for  town- 
site  purposes  the  S.  i  of  said  section  15,  the  survey  being  completed 
May  7, 1889;  on  that  day  the  autborities  of  the  town  passed  a  resolu- 
tion designating  and  setting  apart,  in  addition  to  that  marked  on  said 
plat  for  park  purposes,  the  following: 

All  lots  and  part  of  lota  on  blocks  56,  67,  58,  59,  60,  81,  82,  83,  84,  85,  86,  and  87 
lying  east  of  the  top  of  the  high  bank  on  the  west  side  of  **  Uncle  John's  Creek," 
for  a  city  park  to  be  known  as  **  Oklahoma  Park/' 

The  authorities  of  Lisbon  changed  the  name  of  the  village  to  ^^King- 
fisher," and  thereafter  (August  5, 1890,)  entered  the  S.  i  of  said  Sec.  15. 
The  plat  made  by  the  inhabitants  of  Lisbon,  which  designated  Okla- 
homa  Park  as  part  of  said  town,  was  adopted  by  said  townsite  board 
as  the  correct  plat  of  the  town  under  its  new  name. 

The  several  applicants  applied  for  parts  of  the  land  covered  by  the 
park,  the  description  being  by  metes  and  bounds.  The  decision 
appealed  from  contains  these  descriptions  and  it  is  unnecessary  here 
to  re-describe  theoL 
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On  March  7, 1891,  the  village  of  Kiogfisher  filed  a  protest  before 
townsite  board  No.  3  against  issuing  deeds  to  any  of  the  applicants  for 
any  part  of  said  park,  becanse  the  lands  embraced  in  the  lots  applied 
for  was  set  apart  as  a  public  park  in  the  original  survey  of  the  city  of 
Lisbon;  that  th6  plat  was  approved  by  the  townsite  trastees;  that  the 
tracts  applied  for  were  a  part  of  the  land  reserved  as  a  public  park 
long  before  claimants  or  any  of  them  made  any  claim  to  it. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  and  ui)on  the  day  fixed  the  city  of  Kingfisher 
refused  to  dei>osit  with  the  disbursing  officer  of  the  board  one  day's 
expenses  of  the  trial,  and  for  that  reason  the  city  was  held  to  be  in 
default.  No  appeal  was  taken  from  that  action,  but  your  office,  on 
April  28, 1894,  modified  said  decision,  and  directed  that  the  plat  of  the 
city  be  so  modified  that  the  area  of  the  park  should  not  be  less  than 
ten,  nor  more  than  twenty,  acres.  Thereupon,  the  applicants  for  the 
lots  appealed  to  this  Department.  On  this  appeal  the  action  of  your 
officerwas  modified,  and  without  deciding  upon  the  merits  of  the  case, 
the  same  was  returned,  with  directions  that  the  village  of  Kingfisher  be 
allowed  to  submit  proof  in  support  of  its  protest.    (311  L.  and  B.,  118.) 

On  January  10, 1896,  the  village  of  Kingfisher  and  the  claimants  to 
the  lots  filed  with  the  townsite  board  No.  6  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts,  and  submitted  the  same  as  the  testimony  in  the  case;  this 
resulted  in  the  action  of  the  board,  and  of  your  office,  above  set  out, 
from  which  the  appeal  herein  was  taken.  This  agreed  statement  of 
facts  is  fully  set  out  in  your  said  office  decision,  and  need  not  here  be 
repeated. 

From  these  facts,  it  can  not  be  claimed  that  any  of  appellants  settled 
upon  or  improved  the  land  prior  to  the  survey,  platting  or  dedication 
of  the  land  covered  by  the  park  by  the  municipal  authorities  of  Lisbon. 
That  survey  was  completed  May  7, 1889,  and,  as  before  seen,  adopted 
by  the  townsite  board  after  the  land  was  regularly  entered  for  townsite 
purposes,  and  given  a  new  name. 

Appellants  in  their  first  assignment  of  error  complain  that  your  office, 
without  any  appeal,  reversed  the  action  of  the  townsite  board  as  to  cer- 
tain of  the  claimants.  It  is  insisted  that  your  office  was  without  power 
or  jurisdiction  to  take  such  action. 

In  townsite  cases,  where,  under  the  statute,  townsite  boards  are 
given  power  to  dispose  of  town  lots,  their  action  may  be  reviewed  by 
your  office  under  rules  prescribed  for  contests  before  registers  and 
receivers  of  local  land  offices.  See  Regulations  for  Oklahoma  Town- 
sites,  19  L.  D.,  334. 

Bule  48  of  Practice  provides  that:  ^<In  case  of  failure  to  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  local  officers,  their  decision  will  be  considered  final  as  to 
the  facts  in  the  case,  and  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  Commissioner 
only  as  follows: 

1.  When  fraud  or  gross  irregularity  is  suggested  on  the  face  of  the 
papers. 
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2.  When  the  decision  is  contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regalations,"  etc. 

In  this  case  the  facts  are  not  disputed — indeed,  they  are  agreed  to; 
but  your  office  dissents  from  the  opinion  of  the  townsite  board  as  to  the 
correct  conclusion  to  be  derived  from  the  agreed  statement  of  fact 
The  board  found  that  certain  of  the  appellants  had  settled  upon  the 
land  before  the  same  was  dedicated  by  the  provisional  authorities  ot 
Lisbon  as  a  park.  Your  office  dissents  from  that  finding — ^holding  that 
the  agreed  statement  of  facts  does  not  support  it. 

When  the  facts  are  agreed  to,  as  in  this  case,  your  office  undoubtedly 
has  the  power  to  correct  any  erroneous  conclusion  which  the  local 
officers  or  townsite  boards  may  gather  from  such  facts.  As  before  seen, 
your  office  did  not  err  as  to  those  conclusions;  and  this  is  all  that  need 
be  said  as  to  the  second  ground  of  error. 

It  is  insisted  in  the  3d  and  4th  specifications  that  the  authorities  of 
Lisbon,  now  Kingfisher,  had  no  authority  to  set  apart  the  land  for  park 
purposes,  and  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  when  on  August  5, 1890, 
the  townsite  board  (No.  3)  accepted  the  survey  of  the  Lisbon  townsite, 
the  same  became  operative  from  May  7, 1889. 

The  1st  section  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1890  (26  Stat.,  109),  relating  to 
townsite  entries  in  Oklahoma,  empowers  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  provide  regulations  for  the  government  of  townsite  trustees  in  the 
execution  of  their  trust, 

including  the  survey  of  the  land  into  streets^  alleyS;  squares,  blocks,  and  lots  when 
necessary,  or  the  approval  of  such  survey  as  may  already  have  been  made  by  the 
inhabitants  thereof. 

This  statute  clearly  implies  that  when  an  entry  of  lands  for  townsite 
purposes  shall  have  been  made,  the  trustees  may  adopt  any  survey  of 
the  lauds  into  lots,  blocks,  etc.,  which  may  already  have  been  made  by 
the  inhabitants  of  the  townsite.    Circular,  May  24, 1890, 10  L.  D.,  604. 

The  act  of  May  2,  1890  (26  Stat.,  81),  which  makes  provisions  for  a 
temporary  government  of  Oklahoma,  etc.,  provides  in  its  22d  section: 

That  hereafter  all  snrveys  for  townsites  in  said  Territory  shall  contain  reserva- 
tions for  parks  (of  substantially  equal  area,  il  more  than  one  park),  and  for  schools 
and  other  public  purposes,  embracing  in  the  aggregate  not  less  than  ten  nor  more 
than  twenty  acres,  and  p<atent6  for  such  reservations  to  be  maintained  for  such  par- 
poses  shall  be  issued  to  the  towns,  respectively,  when  organized  as  mnnicipalities. 

Considering  these  statutes  together,  it  was  the  evident  intent  of  Con- 
gress to  limit  the  acreage  for  parks  and  schools  to  twenty  acres  upon  all 
townsites,  when  necessary  surveys  of  the  lands  embracing  them  were 
made  after  May  2, 1890^  but  under  the  1st  section  of  the  act  of  May  14, 
1890  {supra)j  power  was  given  to  the  trustees  to  approve  such  surveys 
of  lands  for  townsite  purposes  as  may  already  have  been  made  by  the 
provisional  authorities  of  the  municipalities;  and,  if  such  prior  surveys 
show  that  a  reservation  for  park  purposes  in  excess  of  twenty  acres  had 
been  made,  the  plat  of  the  townsite  would  nevertheless  not  be  disturbed 
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on  that  account.  Adams  et  al,  v.  City  of  Guthrie,  19  L.D.,  43;  »ame  (on 
review)  300  L.  and  R.,  397. 

In  such  case  the  survey  becomes  operative  from  and  after  its  execu- 
tion and  approval,  when  subsequently  adopted  by  the  townsite  trus- 
tees, aft«r  entry. 

As  before  seen,  the  survey  of  the  land  in  controversy  was  completed 
and  approved  bj'  the  provisional  government  of  Lisbon,  May  7, 1889, 
and  from  what  is  above  said  became  operative  and  legal  from  that  date. 

It  appears  that  the  land  in  controversy  has  not  been  surveyed  into 
lots,  etc.,  the  applicants  applying  for  their  claims  under  descriptions 
by  metes  and  bounds.  The  laws  applicable  to  townsites  contemplate  a 
survey  into  lots,  blocks,  etc.,  before  deeds  may  be  given. 

For  reasons  hereinbefore  given,  the  decision  appealed  from  is 
affirmed. 


MISSION  LANI>S~ACT  OF  MARCH  2,  1868-OCCITPANCY. 

Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  bt  al.  v.  St.  Joseph  Eoman  Cath- 
olic Mission. 

The  confirmation  of  title  to  mission  lands  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1853,  is  limited 
to  the  lands  actually  used  and  occupied  in  the  maintenance  of  tlic  mission  at  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  the  net;  but,  in  determining  the  extent  of  such  occu- 
pancy, the  apparent  necessities  of  the  mission  at  said  date  may  be  considered, 
in  the  absence  of  positive  evidence  as  to  the  actual  boundaries  of  the  land  so 
nsed  and  occupied. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land   Office  July 
(W.  V.  D.)  l^y  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

The  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  Willis  Smith  and  the  St. 
Joseph  Eoman  Catholic  Mission  have  appealed  from  your  office  decision 
of  April  22, 1896,  in  the  matter  of  the  case  of  the  Iforthern  Pacific  Eail- 
road Company  et  al,  v,  the  St.  Joseph  Eoman  Catholic  Mission,  involv- 
ing lots  1,  2,  3  and  4,  the  K  ^  of  the  NB.  J  and  the  SW.  i  of  the  NE.  J 
of  Sec.  13,  T.  12  N.,  E.  10  E.;  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  \  and  lots  1  and  2  of 
Sec.  18;  and  the  SE.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  7,  T.  12  N.,  E.  17  E.,  North 
Takima  land  district,  Washington,  in  which  decision  you  awarded  lot 
1  of  Sec.  13,  amounting  to  54.79  acres,  to  the  Mission,  rejected  the 
claim  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  to  the  tracts  in  the 
odd  numbered  sections,  and  rejected  the  application  to  enter  presented 
by  Willis  Smith,  as  to  lot  1  of  section  13,  which  had  been  awarded  to 
the  Mission,  and  hold  for  allowance  the  application  of  Charles  Kinne 
as  to  the  B.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  lots  1  and  2  of  Sec.  18,  T.  12  N.,  E.  17  B. 

This  matter  was  before  considered  in  departmental  decision  of  Octo- 
ber 9, 1894  (19  L.  D.,  196),  and  is  again  before  this  Department  as  the 
result  of  the  proceedings  therein  directed  to  be  taken. 
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The  following  statement  of  facts  is  taken  from  said  opinion,  to  wit: 

The  claim  of  the  charch  is  based  upon  the  act  of  March  2,  1853  (10  Stat.,  172), 
entitled  ''An  act  to  establish  the  territorial  government  of  Washington,"  which  act 
contains  a  proviso  in  the  first  section  as  follows : 

''That  the  title  to  the  land,  not  exceeding  six  hnndred  and  forty  acres,  now  occu- 
pied as  missionary  stations  among  the  Indian  tribes  in  said  Territory,  or  that  may 
have  been  so  oocnpied  as  missionary  stations  prior  to  the  pnssage  of  the  act  estab- 
lishing the  Territorial  government  of  Oregon,  together  with  the  improvements 
thereon,  be,  and  is  hereby  confirmed  and  established  to  the  several  religions  societies 
to  which  said  missionary  stations  respectively  belong/' 

Township  12  N.,  R.  17  £.,  was  surveyed  between  June  24,  and  July  4, 1867,  and 
the  plat  of  survey  was  approved  by  the  surveyor-general  October  27,  following,  and 
your  office  decision  states  that  the  mission  claim  is  not  laid  down  upon  the  plat  nor 
mentioned  in  the  field  notes  pertaining  to  said  survey. 

Township  12  N.,  R.  16  E.,  was  surveyed  between  November  2,  and  6, 1872,  and  the 
plat  of  survey  was  approved  by  the  surveyor-general  July  16, 1873. 

Your  office  decision  states  that  the  mission  improvements  are  mentioned  in  the  field 
notes  of  this  survey  as  being  on  the  south  side  of  section  13,  and  are  shown  by  the 
plat  to  be  on  lot  1,  of  said  section. 

On  November  15,  1878,  the  right  Rev.  A.  M.  A.  Blanchett,  bishop  of  Nesqually, 
filed  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church  for  the  issuance  of 
patent  to  him  as  trustee  for  the  church,  for  lands  embraced  in  the  St.  Joseph  Cath- 
olic Mission  Station,  the  same  being  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  evidently 
intended  to  embrace  about  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  including  the  land  covered 
by  the  mission  buildings. 

This  application  was  supported  by  affidavits  alleging  that  the  mission  was  estab- 
lished prior  to  and  existing  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1853 
(supra). 

Prior  to  the  filing  of  this  application  claims  had  been  filed  under  the  homestead 
and  pre-emption  laws  embracing  nearly  the  entire  tract  covered  by  the  church's 
application.    On  some  of  these  claims  proof  had  been  made  and  final  entries  allowed. 

On  August  20,  1883,  Aegiduis  Juuger,  the  then  bishop  of  Nesqually,  relinquished 
the  claim  of  the  church  to  certain  lands  covered  by  its  application  which  lands  were 
embraced  in  the  entries  of  one  Timothy  Lynch  and  Antony  Herke.  Acting  upon 
said  relinquishment  patents  issued  upon  said  entries. 

The  claim  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  the  portion  of  the  land 
covered  by  the  church's  application,  designated  by  odd  numbers,  is  based  upon  the 
fact  that  said  lands  are  within  the  primary  limits  of  its  grant,  as  shown  by  the  map 
of  general  route  of  the  branch  line  filed  June  11,  1879,  and  the  definite  location 
shown  upon  the  map  filed  May  24, 1884. 

On  January  23,  1887,  the  company  listed  on  account  of  its  grant,  the  SW.  I  S£.  i 
and  SE.  i  SW.  i,  Sec.  7,  T.  12  N.,  R.  17  E. ;  the  W.  i  of  the  NW.  i  and  lots  3  and  4, 
Sec.  13,  T.  12  N.,  R.  16  E. 

On  October  1,  1878,  Jean  Baptiste  Raiberti,  a  Catholic  priest,  made  homestead 
entry  for  the  E.  i  NW.  i  and  lots  1  and  2,  Sec.  18,  T.  12  N.,  R.  17  £.,  against  whtch 
Charles  Kinne  filed  affidavit  of  contest  on  September  19, 1887,  alleging  abandon- 
ment, upon  which  trial  was  had  October  27,  1887,  the  decision  of  the  local  officers 
being  in  favor  of  the  contestant. 

The  papers  were  forwarded  to  your  office  January  27,  1888,  but  before  any  action 
was  taken  thereon,  to  wit,  on  October  26, 1888,  Raiberti  relinquished  his  entry  and 
the  same  was  canceled  upon  the  records.  It  is  by  reason  of  said  contest  that  Kinne 
on  July  18, 1889,  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  said  land  claiming  the  rights 
accorded  a  successful  contestant. 

On  June  27,  1878,  Joseph  M.  Caruana  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratoiy  statement 
embracing  lots  1,  2,  3  and  4,  Sec.  13,  T.  12  N.,  R.  16  E.,  and  August  29, 1879,  he  made 
proof  and  payment  for  the  land. 
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On  October  26;  1888,  he  relinqniBhed  his  claim  to  the  land,  not  wishing  to 
antagonize  the  claim  of  the  church,  with  which  he  appears  to  have  been  connected, 
and  npon  said  relinquishment  your  office  decision  cancels  his  entry. 

On  Jane  11, 1889,  Smith  applied  to  enter  said  laud  and  it  is  on  account  of  said 
Application  that  he  claims  the  right  now  urged  before  this  Department. 

It  is  clear  that  the  claim  of  the  church,  if  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1853,  is  superior  to  the  claim  asserted  by  the  other  parties,  and  it  is  first 
necessary  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  church  under  its  application. 

On  March  26,  1889,  Bishop  Junger  made  formal  application  for  the  issuance  of 
patent  for  the  lands  embraced  in  the  mission  application  and  gave  notice,  by  publi- 
cation, of  his  intention  to  submit  proof  to  establish  the  validity  of  the  mission's 
claim. 

At  the  appointed  time  all  parties  appeared,  the  only  testimony  offered  being  that 
on  behalf 'of  the  mission's  claim,  which  consisted  largely  of  the  depositions  of 
persons  in  distant  places,  taken  under  commissions  duly  issued. 

The  testimony  is  extremly  meager  and  being  generally  of  persons  connected  with 
the  church  is  presumed  to  be  the  most  favorable  that  could  be  offered  in  support  of 
its  claim. 

It  appears  that  two  priests,  acting  under  the  direction  of  the  bishop  of  Nesqually, 
in  April,  1852,  at  the  request  of  the  Yakima  Indians,  established  a  mission  npon  the 
land  in  question,  which  seems  to  have  been  regularly  maintained  for  the  purposes 
intended  from  that  time  until  1855,  when  an  Indian  war  occurred  and  the  mission 
buildings  were  burned. 

It  was  not  until  about  1866  that  the  mission  was  again  established,  when  new 
buildings  were  erected  upon  the  site  of  those  destroyed  in  1855  and  the  place  seems 
to  have  since  been  continuously  used  as  a  mission  station  to  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

There  does  not  appear  to  have  ever  been  any  survey  of  the  mission  claim  approved 
by  the  surveyor  general,  but  the  church  claim  was  duly  filed  with  the  register  and 
receiver  and  the  surveyor  general  as  early  as  June,  1868,  and  in  1871  the  register  of 
the  district  land  office  issued  a  certificate  setting  forth  ^'that  all  necessary  papers 
to  complete  the  title  of  the  St.  Joseph  Mission  on  the  Attanum  river  had  been  filed 
in  this  office,  and  all  that  is  wanting  is  the  survey  of  the  land,"  etc. 

In  1872,  prior  to  the  survey  of  the  township,  the  bishop  of  Nesqually  had  a  survey 
made  of  the  mission  claim,  and  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  official  plat  of  survey 
filed  a  copy  of  the  same,  accompanied  by  the  field  notes,  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor 
genera],  with  a  request  that  the  case  be  delineated  upon  the  official  plat  of  survey 
when  filed.  Said  papers  seem  to  have  been  mislaid  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral, and  were  not  discovered  until  after  the  presentation  of  the  application  for 
patent  in  1878  by  Bishop  Blanchett. 

When  this  matter  was  before  considered  by  your  office  the  opinion 
was  expressed  that  the  act  of  1853  was  intended  to  confirm  to  the 
religions  societies  640  acres  surrounding  the  Mission,  if  such  an  amount 
could  be  found  free  from  other  claims,  without  regard  to  the  actual 
occupancy  of  the  whole  of  the  same. 

After  a  careful  review  of  the  matter,  however,  your  office  decision 
was  reversed,  and  it  was  held 

that  the  confirmation  made  by  the  act  of  1853,  on  account  of  mission  claims,  must 
be  restricted  to  the  land  actually  nsed  and  oooupied  in  the  maintenance  of  the  same 
at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Your  office  was  therefore  directed  to 

oanse  any  inquiry  to  be  made  in  the  best  proper  manner,  to  ascertain  the  lands 
aotnally  oooupied  by  the  St.  Joseph  Roman  Catholic  Mission  on  March  2,  1853,  of 
which  survey  should  be  regularly  made,  and  upon  the  approval  of  the  same  by  the 
tnrveyor  general,  patent  may  issue  thereon  to  the  bishop,  in  trust  for  the  church. 
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now  appears  that,  acting  upon  this  direction,  the  surveyor  general 
of  the  State  of  Washington  was,  by  your  office  letter  "F''  of  December 
27, 1894, 

directed  to  ascertain  tbe  lands  occupied  and  need  at  the  date  named,  and  for  that 
purpose  yon  will  duly  advise  the  Mission  authorities  and  any  other  interested  parties 
of  the  action  of  the  Secretary  and  fix  a  date  upon  which  they  may  be  heard  in  the 
matter. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  surveyor  general  from  March  18  to  22, 
1895.  The  only  testimony  offered  at  this  hearing  of  those  profe^ing 
to  have  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  condition  of  affairs  on  March  2, 
1853,  was  that  of  several  Indians,  presented  on  behalf  of  the  Mission, 
whose  testimony  tends  to  show  that  a  fence  was  constructed  enclosing 
the  lands  occupied  by  the  Mission.  The  fence  as  described  by  them 
and  established  by  the  surveyor  general  in  the  plat  which  accompanies 
the  record,  would  enclose  about  240  acres,  or  a  little  less  than  one  half 
of  the  actual  claim  of  the  Mission.  The  existence  of  such  a  fence  in 
the  fall  of  1855  or  the  spring  of  1856  is  testified  to  by  another  witness, 
one  Ker,  offered  on  behalf  of  the  Mission.  As  against  the  existence  of 
such  fence  the  testimony  of  two  Indians  is  offered  by  the  protestants; 
also  the  testimony  of  a  number  of  white  witnesses,  to  the  effect  that  at 
the  time  of  the  Indian  War  in  1855  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  exist- 
ence of  such  fence.  The  depositions  of  the  Catholic  priests  Chirouse 
and  De  Herbomez,  who  established  the  Mission,  are  also  made  a  part 
of  the  record. 

The  undisputed  testimony  shows  that  the  building  now  occupying 
about  the  center  of  lot  1,  Sec.  13,  T.  12  I^.,  E.  16  E.,  is  located  on  the  site 
of  the  old  Mission  chapel,  around  which  were  the  original  enclosures; 
which  enclosures  are  variously  estimated  to  contain  all  the  way  fVom 
two  or  three  to  ten  or  fifteen  acres.  The  original  improvements  con- 
sisted of  a  log  dwelling  and  church  and  some  outhouses  and  a  small 
patch  of  cultivated  land.  It  is  further  shown  that  in  the  spring  of 
1853  the  priests  had  about  a  dozen  cattle  and  a  dozen  head  of  horses. 

After  carefully  reviewing  the  testimony  in  detail,  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral, in  his  opinion,  states: 

It  is  admitted  that  they  had  enclosed  around  the  Mission  buildings  ftom  ten  to 
fifteen  acres.  It  is  also  admitted  that  they  raised  hay  and  grain,  had  milk  cow,  or 
cows,  horses,  pigs  and  chickens.  It  is  fair  to  assume  that  they  had  pens,  corral*, 
pastures,  etc.,  for  such,  some  of  which  is  admitted  by  the  adverse  testimony.  If 
they  wintered  the  twenty  four  head  of  cattle  and  horses,  the  priests  testify  to  have 
had  on  March  2,  1853,  and  if  one  acre  would  winter  feed  two  head,  which  would  he 
a  fair  estimate  with  their  crude  methods  of  farming,  this  alone  would  take  twelve 
or  thirteen  acres. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  an  occupancy  of  about  twenty  five  acres  on  Mareb 
2,  1853,  by  the  Mission,  would  be  a  just  and  equitable  allowance.  I  therefore  decide 
that  the  Mission  is  entitled  to  all  the  land  lying  in  lot  1  of  Sec.  13,  T.  12  K.,  R.  16  £., 
lying  south  of  a  line  parallel  to  the  north  line  of  said  lot,  and  fifteen  chains  south 
thereof,  containing  about  twenty  five  acres  more  or  less. 

This  is  rather  an  arbitrary  division,  but  the  building  which  now  occapies  aboat 
the  center  of  this  twenty  five  acre  tract  was  located  by  Mr.  George  0.  Milis,  and  is 
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recognized  in  the  testimony  as  being  on  the  site  of  the  old  Mission  ohapel;  around 
which  the  enclosures  certainly  were  located. 

It  is  impossible  to  fix  this  more  definitely  from  the  Indian  testimony,  as  they  show 
the  fences  by  marks  upon  a  map,  Exhibit  (A),  made  off-hand  without  scaling  any 
distances,  etc.,  all  of  which  their  ignorance  wonld  incapacitate  them  from  doing. 
Again,  to  fix  this  more  definitely  would  cost  more  than  the  laud  is  worth. 

Upon  appeal  your  ofiQce  decision  of  April  22, 1896,  held,  as  before 
stated,  increasing  tbe  allowance  on  account  of  the  Mission  to  the  entire 
lot  1  of  section  13,  and  afterwards  adjusting  the  several  claims  to  the 
balance  of  the  land  involved. 

In  yonr  oifice  decision  it  is  stated: 

Under  the  strict  construction  of  the  instrnctions  of  the  Department  of  October  9, 
1894,  directing  the  investigation,  giving  the  mission  the  benefit  of  the  highest  esti- 
mate of  the  acreage  enclosed  in  1853,  it  would  be  entitled  to  only  fifteen  acres,  but 
since  the  priests  testify  that  they  had  at  the  mission  about  twenty  four  head  of  stock 
(cattle  and  horses),  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  they  should  be  awarded  also  suffloieut 
land  to  furnish  grazing  and  hay  for  such  stock,  and  that  the  remainder  of  lot  1,  a 
nttle  less  than  forty  acres,  is  not  too  much  to  corral  and  support  twenty  four  head 
of  cattle  and  horses. 

It  is  of  coarse  first  necessary  to  determine  the  lands  to  be  awarded 
to  the  Mission  under  the  act  of  1853,  and  as  stated  in  the  previous 
decision  of  this  Department: 

It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  rights  of  the  other  parties  to  this  controversy 
further  than  the  direction  that  their  claim,  so  far  as  in  conflict  with  the  award 
herein  made  on  account  of  the  Mission  claim,  must  be  canceled. 

Since  tbe  decision  of  this  Department  last  referred  to,  restricting  the 
claim  on  account  of  the  Mission  grant  to  the  lands  actually  occupied 
by  it,  the  matter  has  been  considered  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  case  of  the  Catholic  Bishop  of  ]^esqually  v.  Gib- 
bon (158  n.  S.,  155),  in  which  the  claim  on  account  of  the  grant  made 
for  the  Mission  under  the  act  of  August  14, 1848,  which  is  in  the  same 
terms  as  the  act  under  consideration,  is  restricted  to  the  land  actually 
occupied  by  the  Mission  and  can  not  be  made  the  basis  for  a  claim  to 
the  extent  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  without  proof  of  occupation 
of  the  same. 

In  the  case  of  Lesher  v.  St.  Paul  Catholic  Mission  (22  L.  D.,  365,)  it 
was  held  that  land  used  by  the  Indians  as  a  camping  ground  and  for 
pasture  while  they  were  at  the  Mission  and  attending  religious  services 
was  such  an  occupation  as  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  2, 1853.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  in  tbe  present  case,  as  it  is  shown 
that  the  fathers  had  on  March  2, 1853,  about  twenty  four  head  of  stock 
of  their  own  and  that  many  Indians  attended  services  at  the  Mission, 
that  more  land  was  actually  occupied  in  the  maintenance  of  the  Mission 
than  tbe  tract  covered  by  the  buildings  and  within  the  enclosure  of  ten 
or  fifteen  acres  including  the  cultivated  tract.  The  question  arises, 
therefore,  as  to  the  establishment  of  a  boundary  to  the  lands  actually 
occupied  for  herding  and  pasturage  purposes  in  connection  with  this 
Mission. 
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Upon  the  question  as  to  the  presence  of  a  larger  enclosure,  I  am 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  same  is  not  sastained  by  the  record  now 
before  me.  The  testimony  of  the  two  Catholic  priests,  who  were 
undoubtedly  the  persons  having  the  best  information  on  the  subject, 
clearly  disproves  the  presence  of  any  outljdng  or  larger  enclosure 
covering  the  tract  occupied  by  the  Mission. 

The  following  questions  and  answers  are  taken  from  the  depositions 
furnished: 

Eugene  Cassimere  Chirouse. 

Interrogatory  No.  5 :  State  if  you  know  then  aU  the  circumstaiyceB  attending  the 
estahliflhment  of  the  St.  Joseph  Catholic  Mission  on  the  Ahtanom  River,  what 
buildings,  if  any,  were  erected  by  the  Mission,  their  character  and  size  and  for  what 
purpose  used,  how  much  land  adjacent  to  the  buildings,  if  any  waa  fenced  and  in 
cultivation  on  and  prior  to  the  second  day  of  March,  1853 f 

Answer:  The  Mission  was  established  becaase  of  its  central  position  and  at  the 
request  of  the  Indians  and  their  chief  who  wished  it  there.  In  1852  a  log  dwelling 
and  log  church  were  erected,  a  vegetable  garden  was  fenced  in  1852  and  vegetables 
raised  there  for  the  use  of  the  Mission. 

Interrogatory  No.  10 :  What  quantity  of  land  was  actually  occupied  by  the  Catholic 
church  at  the  missionary  station  on  and  prior  to  March  2, 1853,  and  what  boundaries 
were  established  to  separate  the  St.  Joseph  Mission  lands  and  to  indicate  that  it  was 
the  specific  land  claimed  by  the  church  as  a  missionary  station  among  the  Indian 
tribes  at  that  timef 

Answer :  When  St.  Joseph  Mission  was  located  in  1852  the  land  for  many  miles  on 
the  north  side  of  Ahtanum  River  was  given  by  the  Indians  for  Mission  lands  below 
the  place  where  the  hills  come  nearest  to  the  river  on  both  sides.  The  Mission  occu- 
pied all  the  laud  we  required,  which  I  could  not  describe  by  metes  and  bounds. 
There  were  no  posts  for  lines  put  in,  as  there  were  no  white  men  in  Yakima  county 
except  ourselves. 

LouiR  Joseph  DeHekbomez. 

In  answer  to  interrogatory  No.  5:  Tea,  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  central  position 
to  preach  to  the  Indians  of  Yakima  County.  One  log  house  for  the  missionaries' 
residence  and  one  log  chapel  for  divine  services.  This  work  was  done  by  ourselves, 
and  one  small  cabin  which  was  as  much  as  we  could  do. 

In  answer  to  interrogatory  No.  10:  The  Indians  gave  us  all  the  land  we  wished 
to  take.  There  was  no  white  men  in  the  country  and  therefore  no  necessity  for 
lines.    The  Indian  tribes,  however,  know  the  land  well. 

It  is  therefore  apparent  that,  as  held  by  the  surveyor  general,  some 
arbitrary  rule  must  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  fix  upon  the  quantity  of 
land  actually  occupied  and  used  in  the  maintenance  of  this  Mission ; 
and  from  a  careful  review  of  the  entire  matter  I  think  the  adjustment 
arrived  at  by  your  office  in  awarding  to  the  Mission  the  entire  lot  I, 
being  the  legal  subdivision  upon  which  the  Mission  buildings  and  otber 
improvements  were  established,  is  a  fair  and  equitable  adjustment  of 
the  Mission  claim.  This  being  determined,  it  is  next  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  company's  claim  to  the  tracts  covered  by  the  odd  numbered 
sections. 

The  former  recitation  of  the  record  facts  shows  that  these  lands  were 
covered  by  entries  of  record  at  the  date  of  the  attachment  of  rights 
under  the  grant  to  the  company  and  were  therefore  by  the  express 
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terms  thereof  excepted  therefrom.  The  awarding  of  lot  1  to  the  Mis- 
sion causes  its  elimination  from  the  land  claimed  by  Smith,  and  the 
entire  award  made  in  your  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


ALASKAN  LANDS-B£GULATI0:N^S  OF  «nJNE  8,  1891,  A31£2n>£I>. 

Department  of  the  Interiob, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington^  B.  0.,  October  8,  1897. 

Paragraph  32  of  Regulations  approved  June  3, 1891,  providing  for 
the  allowance  of  entries  in  Alaska  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (12 
L.  D.,  583),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Any  person  feeling  aggrieyed  by  the  decision  of  the  trustee  may,  within  thirty 
days  after  notice  thereof,  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
under  the  rnles  as  provided  for  appeals  irom  the  opinions  of  registers  and  receivers, 
and  if  either  party  is  dissatisfied  with  the  conclusions  of  said  Commissioner  in  the 
case,  he  may  still  further  jirosecute  an  appeal,  within  sixty  days  from  notice  thereof, 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  upon  like  terms  and  conditions  and  under  the  same 
rules  that  appeals  are  now  regulated  by  and  taken  in  adversary  proceedings  from 
the  Commissioner  to  the  Secretary.  All  costs  in  such  iirooeedings  will  be  governed 
by  the  rules  now  applicable  to  contests  before  the  local  land  offices. 

E.  F.  Best, 

Assistant  Commissioner. 
Approved : 

0.  N.  Bliss, 

Secretary. 

John  W.  Kobba. 

•   Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  5, 1897,  ^  L.  D., 
408,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss  October  9, 1897. 


PBACnCE— APPBAL-DESEBTENTBY-ASSIGNMENT-SUSPBNSION. 

Vbadenbueg^s  Heibs  et  al.  V.  Oeb  et  al. 

An  appeal,  if  not  taken  within  the  time  designated  by  the  rules  of  practice,  mast  be 
dismissed. 

An  assignment  of  a  desert  land  entry  to  one  disqualified  to  acquire  title  under  the 
desert  land  law,  does  not  render  the  entry  fraudulent,  but  leaves  the  title  there- 
under still  in  the  en  try  man. 

On  the  revocation  of  an  order  suspending  a  desert  land  entry,  time  will  not  begin  to 
run  as  against  the  entryman,  until  due  service  of  notice  upon  him  of  such 
revocation. 

Acting  Secretary  Byan  to  the  Gom^nissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(P.  L.  O.)  October  12, 1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

On  May  17, 1877,  Thomas  B.  Orr  made  desert  land  entry,  No.  291,  of 
Sec  10,  T.  26  S.,  E.  25  E.,  Visalia  land  district,  California.    This  entry, 
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with  others,  was  suspended  on  September  12, 1877,  and  remained  sas* 
pended  until  January  12,  1891,  when  the  order  of  suspension  was 
revoked.  United  States  v.  Haggin,  12  L.  D.,  34.  On  June  5, 1877,  On 
assigned  bis  entry  to  Emile  Ghauvin  and  Juan  L.  Koriega,  and  on  June 
11, 1884,  Noriega  assigned  to  Chauvin. 

On  April  16, 1886,  Luther  C.  Yradenburg  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  alleging  the  non-desert  character  of  the  land  and 
failure  to  reclaim.  On  the  day  set  for  hearing  Orr  did  not  appear,  but 
Emile  Ghauvin  appeared  and  was  allowed  to  defend  the  entry,  as 
assignee  of  Orr's  entry.  A  hearing  was  had  and  the  local  officers 
decided  in  favor  of  the  entrymau.  On  appeal,  your  office,  on  April  29, 
1891,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  as  to  the  character  of 
the  land,  but  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  on  account  of  non- 
reclamation.  But,  on*  motion  for  review,  by  your  decision  of  July  20, 
1891,  it  was  held  that  the  order  of  suspension  of  the  Visalia  desert 
land  entries  of  September  12, 1877,  had  the  effect  of  holding  all  pro- 
ceedings in  statu  quo  from  the  date  of  the  promulgation  of  said  order 
until  it  was  revoked,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  defendant  be  allowed 
three  years  in  which  to  reclaim,  exclusive  of  the  time  which  elapsed 
between  the  date  of  the  order  of  suspension  and  the  date  of  the  revo- 
cation of  the  suspension. 

From  these  decisions  the  contestant  appealed  to  the  Department. 
In  the  meantime  many  contests  were  filed  against  the  entry,  accom- 
panied by  applications  to  enter. 

The  Department,  on  January  9,  1893,  held  that  during  the  pendency 
of  the  order  of  suspension  the  local  office  and  your  office  were  without 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the  case;  that  the  contest  should 
not  have  been  allowed;  and  the  hearing  being  unwarranted,  the  case 
was  remanded  for  hearing  de  novo,  Vradenburg  v,  Orr,  16  L.  D.,  35% 
Subsequently,  Lyman  D.  Porter,  who  had  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  the  1^.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  said  section  10,  and  whose  application 
was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  and  your  office  because  the  land  was 
involved  in  the  contest  case  of  Vradenburg  against  Orr  appealed  to 
the  Department,  and  on  February  16,  1896,  your  office  decision  was 
affirmed.  In  this  decision  the  Department,  referring  to  departmental 
decision  of  January  9, 1893,  in  the  case  of  Vradenburg  v.  Orr,  said: 

From  all  that  has  beeu  said,  it  is  clear  that  the  instructions  in  this  particular  ca«e 
and  the  decisions  of  this  Department  have  not  been  followed  by  the  local  office,  and 
you  will  therefore  remand  this  case  to  the  local  office  and  direct  a  full  hearin«^  as  to 
the  character  of  the  land  and  the  charges  of  fraud  and  collusion.  You  will  further 
direct  the  local  office  to  notify  every  person  having  any  interest  in  this  land,  inclml* 
ing  the  heirs  of  said  Vradenburg,  to  appear  at  said  contest,  and  allow  them  an 
opportunity  to  sulimit  evidence. 

Whereupon,  the  heirs  of  Vradenburg  and  other  contestants  and 
applicants  to  enter,  as  well  as  the  defendant  Orr  and  (Jhauvin,  trans- 
feree, were  notified  of  a  hearing  to  be  had  on  June  6, 1895,  when  Ljrman 
D.  Porter,  Hiram  L.  Waits,  John  L.  Wassou,  Teresa  Parero,  W.  B.  Tim- 
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mons,  James  HarringtoD,  Thomas  J.  Taggart,  contestants^  and  Emile 
Cbauvin,  transferee,  appeared.  The  other  contestants  and  applicants 
made  default.  Wasson,  Waits,  Parero,  Tiramons  and  Harrington  filed 
an  application  to  have  their  contests  joined  and  tried  together,  whioh 
was  granted. 

Porter  was  rnled  out  at  the  hearing  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no 
interest  in  the  land  and  had  filed  no  application  to  contest. 

The  contest  of  Taggart,  instituted  on  February  18,  1891,  was  heard 
first,  and  then  Wasson  and  others  were  heard  as  Joint  contestants. 

Taggart,  in  his  affidavit  of  contest,  alleged  that  the  land  is  non- 
desert  in  character,  non-reclamation  and  fraud  in  the  tiling  of  the 
entry.  The  local  officers  found  that  the  charge  of  non-desert  character 
of  the  land  was  not  proven ;  that  the  charge  of  non-reclamation  was 
premature;  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  charge  of 
fraud;  and  they  recommended  that  Taggart's  contest  be  dismissed. 

Upon  the  contests  of  Wasson  and  others,  alleging  non-reclamation, 
they  said : 

From  the  evideoce  it  appears  that  the  transferee,  Chauvin,  had  constracted  a 
pumping  plant  on  the  land  in  contest,  hut  that  it  was  not  of  sufficient  power  and 
capacity  to  irrigate  any  one  of  the  smallest  legal  subdivision  of  said  section;  that 
he  also  had  a  windmill  and  small  reservoir  on  another  portion  of  said  section  which 
would  only  irrigate  from  one  to  three  acres ;  that  about  six  acres  of  the  land  had 
been  ditched  and  checked ;  that  no  other  acts  of  reclamation  had  been  done. 

They  were  therefore  of  opinion : 

That  the  said  desert  land  entry  No.  291  should  be  cancelled  upon  the  showing  made 
by  Wasson ^K^  a1.  in  their  testimony  introduced  in  support  of  their  allegations  of  non- 
teclamation ;  that  preference  right  of  entry  be  allowed  John  L.  Wasson  for  E.  ^  of 
SE.  i  of  said  section ;  Teresa  Parero  for  S W.  i,  W.  B.  Timmons  for  NW.  i,  James 
Harrington  for  W.  i  of  SE.  i  and  W.  i  of  NE.  i,  and  Hiram  L.  Waits  for  E.  i  of  NE.  J 
of  said  section. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  by  Porter,  Taggart  and 
Ohauvin,  and  your  office,  on  April  9,  1897,  affirmed  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  in  denying  Porter  the  right  to  submit  testimony  at  the 
hearing,  but  reversed  their  judgment  in  favor  of  Wasson,  Parero, 
Timmons,  Harrington,  and  Waits,  and  held  that  the  assignment  to 
Chauvin  was  a  nullity,  and  that  consequently  the  legal  title  was  in  Orr. 

Your  office  also  held  that  as  Orr  had  not  elected  to  claim  the  benefit 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  he  would  be  entitled  to  three  years  only 
from  the  date  of  entry,  exclusive  of  the  time  of  suspension,  to  make 
reclamation  of  the  land,  were  it  not  for  the  act  of  July  26, 1894  (28  Stat., 
123),  and  the  act  of  August  4, 1894  (28  Stat.,  226) ;  that  these  acts  have 
given  additional  time  to  the  entryman,  but  it  not  appearing  when  Orr 
was  notified  of  the  revocation  of  the  order  of  suspension,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  ascertain  when  the  time  expires  for  the  reclamation  of  the 
entry,  but  that  it  was  apparent  that  it  had  not  expired  on  March  30, 1894, 
the  time  the  last  contest  was  filed^  nor  had  it  expired  on  the  day  of  the 
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hearing;  and  that  all  of  the  said  contests  were  therefore  premature, 
and  the  contests  were  dismissed. 

Taggart,  Wasson,  Parero,  Timmons,  Harrington  and  Waits  appealed 
to  the  Department.  Ohauvin  also  appealed.  But  the  attorney  for  the 
contestant,  Taggart,  has  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  Ghauvin's  appeal,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  filed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rules 
of  practice. 

Your  office  decision  was  rendered  on  April  9, 1897,  and  it  appears 
that  on  the  same  day  the  resident  attorneys  for  Ohauvin,  were  notified 
of  said  decision.  Excluding  the  day  of  mailing  and  the  one  day  allowed 
by  the  rules  of  practice,  the  time  within  which  the  appeal  was  required 
to  be  filed,  under  the  rules,  began  to  run  on  April  11, 1897,  and  expired 
on  June  10, 1897.  The  appeal  was  not  filed  in  the  General  Land  Office 
until  June  17,  1897.  Ohauvin's  appeal,  appearing  not  to  have  been 
filed  within  sixty  days  from  notice  of  decision,  as  required  by  the  rules, 
must  be,  and  is  hereby,  dismissed.    Dober  v.  Campbell  et  ah,  17  L.  D.,  139. 

I  concur  in  your  office  decision  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  local 
officers  dismissing  Taggart's  contest. 

As  the  assignment  by  Orr  was  made  prior  to  April  15, 1880,  it  must 
be  recognized,  if  not  otherwise  violating  the  law.  David  B.  Dole,  3  L. 
D.,  214.  If  it  is  void  by  reason  of  Chauvin's  holding  more  than  one 
section  of  land,  that  does  not  of  itself  render  the  entry  fraudulent,  but 
the  title  still  remains  in  the  entryman.  Owens  et  al,  v,  Stat«  of  Cali- 
fornia, 22  L.  D.,  369;  David  B.  Dole,  supra. 

Section  second  of  the  desert  land  act  of  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat.,  377), 
provides  that  all  lands,  exclusive  of  timber  and  mineral  lands,  which 
will  not  without  irrigation  produce  some  agricultural  crop,  shall  be 
deemed  desert  lands  within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  and  it  is  held  by 
the  Department  that  the  term  ^^  crop  "  means  such  an  agricultural  pro- 
duction as  would  be  a  fair  reward  for  the  expense  of  producing  it 
Babcock  v.  Watson  et  al,j  2  L.  D.,  19. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the  land  is  conflicting;  but  the 
local  officers  and  your  office  concur  in  finding  that  the  land  is  desert 
land,  and  in  such  cases  it  is  the  settled  ruling  of  the  Department  that 
the  conclusions  of  your  office  and  the  local  officers  will  not  be  disturbed 
unless  clearly  wrong.  A  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  does 
not  show  that  the  findings  of  fact,  concurred  in  by  your  office,  are 
clearly  erroneous. 

Taggart's  charge  of  failure  to  reclaim  was  clearly  premature.  His 
affidavit  of  contest  was  filed  on  February  18, 1891.  The  suspension 
took  eff'ect  September  28,  1877,  and  was  not  revoked  until  January  12, 
1891.    Kussell  v,  Haggin  (18  L.  D.,  420). 

Your  office  having  decided  that  the  assignment  to  Chauviu  is  void, 
and  his  appeal  from  your  office  decision  being  dismissed,  the  question 
occurs:  Were  the  contests  of  Wasson,  Parero,  Timmons,  Harrington, 
and  Waits  premature  as  against  the  entryman,  Orrt 
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Orr  has  made  no  defense,  but,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Depart- 
ment, the  title,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  in  him.  His  time  for  reclaiming 
the  land  and  making  final  proof  and  payment  therefor,  under  the  act 
of  1877,  would  have  expired  at  the  date  said  affidavits  of  contest  were 
filed,  but  that  the  i)eriod  of  suspension  should  be  excluded  firom  the 
time  allowed  by  said  act.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show 
that  Orr  was  ever  served  with  notice  of  the  revocation  of  the  supen- 
sion  of  the  entry,  and  it  is  held  in  Farnell  et  al,  v.  Brown  (on  review), 
21  L.  D.,394;  White  v.  Dodge,  Id.,  494;  and  Boscoe  et  aU  v.  Foster 
et  a2.,  24  L.  D.,  435,  that  on  the  revocation  of  the  suspension  time  will 
not  begin  to  run  against  the  entryman  until  due  service  of  notice  upon 
him  of  snch  revocation.  The  record  in  this  case  not  showing  that  Orr 
had  received  notice  of  the  revocation  at  the  time  the  affidavits  of  con- 
test were  filed,  it  follows  that  these  contests,  charging  a  failure  to 
reclaim  the  ]and  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  desert  act  of  1877, 
were  prematurely  brought,  independent  of  the  acts  of  July  26, 1894 
(28  Stat,  123),  and  August  4, 1894  (28  Stat.,  226),  the  effect  of  which 
upon  the  entry  in  question  it  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  consider. 

For  these  reasons,  your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


ADDITIONAL  HOMESTEAD-ACT  OP  MABCH  2,  1889. 

Samuel  S.  MoNTaoMEBT. 

A  parchase  by  a  homestead  entryman  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  15, 1880,  of  the  land 
covered  by  his  entry  (eighty  acres) ,  is  saoh  a  compliance  with  the  conditions  of 
the  homestead  laws  as  wiU  entitle  him  to  the  exercise  of  the  additional  right 
conferred  by  section  6,  act  of  March  2,  1889. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L.  0.)  i5, 1897,  (G.  B.  G.) 

Samuel  S.  Montgomery  has  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  office 
of  March  13,  1896,  requiring  him  to  show  cause  why  his  homestead 
entry  No.  20,578,  for  the  NE.  i  of  the  N  W.  i  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  i 
of  Sec.  33,  T.  18  N.,  B.  25  W.,  Harrison,  Arkansas,  "  shall  not  be  can- 
celed"for  illegality.  As  no  decision  had  been  rendered  at  the  time  the 
appeal  was  taken,  there  was  no  basis  for  the  appeal,  but  on  July  7, 
1896,  your  office,  by  letter  of  that  date,  to  the  local  officers  at  Harrison, 
Arkansas,  adverted  to  said  appeal  and  held  said  entry  for  cancellation. 

The  irregularity  of  the  appeal  will  be  waived,  and  the  matter  treated 
on  its  merits.* 

It  appears  that  on  August  20, 1879,  the  said  Montgomery  made  home- 


*  In  a  letter  of  First  Assistant  Attorney  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office,  dated  October  21, 1897,  it  is  stated  that  an  informal  appeal  was  filed 
sabseqnently  to  the  one  above  referred  to,  which,  although  defectivOi  authorized 
the  transmission  of  the  record  to  the  Department. 
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stead  entry  for  eighty  acres  of  land  in  the  Harrison  land  di»trict, 
Arkansas,  to  wit,  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  17  K,  R.  25  W., 
and  on  November  21, 1882,  he  completed  title  to  the  same  under  the 
act  of  June  15, 1880.  On  October  22, 1894,  he  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  land  first  above  described,  which  is  the  subject  matter  of  the 
present  proceeding.  This  was  made  under  section  6  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1889. 

Your  office  holds  that  a  homestead  entry  completed  under  the  act  of 
June  15, 1880,  is  not  a  legal  basis  for  an  additional  entry  under  said 
section  6  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889.  j 

In  this  I  think  your  office  clearly  erred.  Section  6  of  the  act  of 
March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  provides: 

That  every  person  entitled,  nnder  the  proyisions  of  the  homestead  laws,  to  enter 
a  homestead,  who  has  heretofore  complied  with  or  who  ehaU  hereafter  comply  with 
the  conditions  of  said  laws,  and  who  shall  have  made  his  final  proof  thereunder  for 
a  quantity  of  laud  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  and  received  the  receiver's 
final  receipt  therefor,  shall  be  entitled  under  said  laws  to  enter  as  a  personal  right, 
and  not  assignable,  by  legal  subdivisions  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
subject  to  homestead  entry,  so  much  additional  land  as  added  to  the  quantity  pre- 
viously so  entered  by  him  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

Montgomery  shows  himself  to  be  entitled  to  enter  a  homestead  under 
the  provisions  of  the  homestead  laws,  unless  precluded  by  his  former 
entry,  and  the  land  now  applied  for  appears  to  be  subject  to  homestead 
entry,  and,  added  to  the  quantity  previously  entered  by  him,  does  not 
exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres.  The  only  question  is,  whether  he 
has  complied  with  the  conditions  of  the  homestead  laws  and  made  his 
final  proof  thereunder  for  the  eighty  acres  originally  entered  by  him, 
and  received  the  receiver's  final  receipt  therefor.  And  this  proposition 
reduced  to  further  analysis  is  resolved  into,  whether  a  homestead  entry 
completed  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  is  a  compliance  with  the 
homestead  laws. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237),  is  as 
follows  ; 

That  persons  who  have  heretofore  under  any  of  the  homestead  laws  entered  lands 
properly  subject  to  such  entry,  or  persons  to  whom  the  right  of  those  having  so 
entered  for  homesteads,  may  have  been  attempted  to  be  transferred  by  bona  fide 
instrument  in  writing,  may  entitle  themselves  to  said  lands  by  paying  the  govern- 
ment price  therefor,  and  in  no  case  less  than  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per 
acre,  and  the  amount  heretofore  paid  the  government  upon  said  lands  shall  be  taken 
as  part  payment  of  said  price:  Provided,  This  shall  in  no  wise  interfere  witii  the 
rights  or  claims  of  others  who  may  have  subsequently  entered  such  lands  under 
the  homestead  laws. 

In  the  case  of  Martha  A.  Carter,  9  L.D.,  604,  wherein  the  Depart- 
ment had  under  consideration  the  cash  entry  of  said  Carter,  made  nnder 
said  act,  for  certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  the  legality  of  said 
entry  was  questioned,  for  the  reason  that  the  joint  resolution  of  May  14, 
1888   (25  Stat.,  622),  provided  that  "offered''  lands  in  the  State  ot 
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Alabama  should  be  disposed  of  "only"  "under  and  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  homestead  laws."    In  that  case  it  was  said : 

Id  my  opiuioD,  the  joint  resolution  referred  to  was  not  intended  to  repeal,  as  to 
the  public  lands  in  Alabama,  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15,  1880.  While 
an  entry  under  that  section  is,  no  doubt,  a  "cash  entry,"  in  one  sense  and  not  merely 
a  consummation  of  the  homestead  entry  on  the  previons  oxistiMico  of  which  the 
right  to  purchase  is  based,  it  still  remains  true  that  such  a  "cash  entry"  is  by  the 
statnte  allowed  only  in  view  of  the  prior  homestead  entry,  and  stands  in  much  the 
same  relation  to  the  latter  as  would  a  cash  entry  made  under  the  "commutation 
clause''  of  the  homestead  act.  The  making  of  such  entries  is  not  what  is  techni- 
cally meant,  in  public-land  law,  by  "private  sale,"  against  which  it  is  that  the  pro- 
hibition in  the  resolution  was  really  directed.  In  my  opinion,  the  act  of  June  15, 
1880,  is  in  fact  a  part  of  the  "homestead"  system,  to  the  whole  of  which  the  name 
"homestead  laws"  is  generically  applied  in  the  provision  of  the  resolution  that  only 
under  those  "law8,"8honld  lands  in  Alabama  be  disposed  of  during  the  period  men- 
tioned. 

This  reasoning  is,  in  my  judgment,  sound,  and  it  follows  that  one 
who  has  "complied  with"  the  "conditions"  of  the  "homestead  laws" 
within  the  meaning  of  that  language,  as  used  in  the  sixth  section  of  the 
act  of  March  2, 1889,  supra^  includes  a  person  who  has  perfected  title 
to  a  homestead  entry  under  the  act  of  June  15,  1880. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  Montgomery  made  final  proof  under 

said  act,  and  received  the  receiver's  final  receipt  therefor. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Nancy  A.  Stinson  (26  L.  D.,  113),  wherein  the 
Department  considered  at  length  the  elfect  of  the  6th  section  of  the 
act  of  March  2,  1889,  supra,  it  was  said: 

Congress  intended  to  provide  a  means  whereby  every  homesteader  might  acquire 
title  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land,  notwithstanding  a  prior  partial  exer- 
cise of  the  homestead  privilege. 

The  case  of  Montgomery  is  within  the  spirit  of  the  6th  section  of  the 
act  of  1889,  supra,  and  is  supported  by  these  adjudications. 

Your  ofiice  decision  holding  said  entry  for  cancellation  is  hereby 
reversed. 


PRACnCE— KEHEABINa-SECONB  CONTEST— KESLDENdJ. 

Geiffin  i\  Smith. 

A  decision  of  the  Department;  denying  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  on  the  ground  that 
the  matters  therein  alleged  were  not  in  issue  at  the  original  hearing,  does  not 
preclude  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  in  the  exorcise  of  his 
original  jurisdiction,  from  subsequently  directing  an  inquiry,  in  the  nature  of  a 
new  contest,  to  determine  questions  arising  since  the  hearing  of  the  original 
suit. 

A  contestant,  who  claims  a  right  of  entry  on  the  ground  of  priority  of  settlement, 
must  show  a  compliance  with  the  settlement  laws  and  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  a  residence  in  good  faith. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Cornmissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  October 
(F.  L.  0.)  15,  1897.  (H.  G.) 

9 

On  May  30,  1893,  George  A.  GriflBn  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
BE.  J,  Sec.  23,  T.  105  N.,  E.  70  W.,  in  the  land  ofBce  at  Chamberlain, 
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South  Dakota.  On  June  19, 1893,  Francis  A.  Smith  made  application 
to  enter  the  tract  alleging  settlement  prior  to  Griffin.  A  hearing  was 
had,  and  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  was  in  favor  of  Griffin,  and, 
upon  appeal,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  below.  Further  appeal 
brought  the  case  to  the  Department,  and  on  November  5, 1895,  your 
office  decision  was  reversed  and  the  settlement  of  Smith  upon  the 
tract  was  held  to  be  prior  to  that  of  Griffin. 

On  December  6, 1895,  Griffin  filed  his  verified  application  for  a  hear- 
ing, duly  corroborated,  addressed  to  your  office,  showing  his  entry  and 
compliance  with  the  law  and  his  notice  of  the  departmental  decisions, 
and  alleging  among  other  things  that  since  the  original  contest  between 
him  and  Smith,  the  latter  had  not  occupied,  resided  upon,  used  or 
cultivated  the  disputed  tract,  and  for  more  than  one  year  prior  to  said 
application  for  a  hearing,  had  removed  from  said  premises  the  shanty 
or  house  placed  thereon  prior  to  the  hearing  of  the  contest  and  all  other 
improvements,  had  not  placed  any  improvements  thereon,  and  had 
abandoned  such  premises  and  removed  from  the  State  of  South  Dakota. 
This  application  asks  for  a  hearing  in  order  to  show  the  abandonment 
of  the  tract  in  controversy  by  Smith  and  the  removal  therefrom  of  all 
his  improvements. 

This  motion  was  transmitted  to  the  Department  and  was  denied  Jan- 
uary 13, 1896.  for  the  reason  that  none  of  the  matters  set  out  therein 
were  in  issue  at  the  hearing,  or  when  the  decision  of  your  office  was 
rendered. 

On  February  5, 1896,  your  office  promulgated  the  decision  of  the 
Department,  and  in  notifying  the  local  officers  thereof,  advised  them  as 
follows : 

The  case  is  hereby  closed.  Smith's  application  is  herewith  retamed,  and  yoa  will 
advise  him  that  he  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  within  which  to  perfect  the  same, 
and  in  the  event  of  his  so  doing,  you  will  notify  Griffln  thereof,  and  allow  him  an 
opportunity  to  show  that  said  Smith  has  abandoned  the  land,  and  is  not  entitled  to 
enter  the  same. 

In  obedience  to  this  order,  the  local  officers  refused  to  allow  the  appli- 
cation of  Smith,  the  successful  contestant,  to  enter  the  tract,  and  ordered 
a  hearing.  Smith  appealed  and  on  May  8, 1896,  your  office  upon  motion 
of  Griffin,  dismissed  his  appeal  because  the  same  was  ^'  from  an  inter- 
locutory action"  and  directed  that  the  hearing  be  proceeded  with. 

On  May  25, 1896,  the  hearing  was  had  by  stipulation  of  the  parties 
and  before  the  evidence  was  taken,  the  attorney  for  Smith  moved  to 
dismiss  the  proceedings  on  the  following  grounds: 

(1)  The  matter  involved  is  simply  one  of  priority  of  right  and  this  has  finally 
been  settled  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  favor  of  said  Francis  A.  Smith  and 
cannot  again  be  tried  in  this  proceeding; 

(2)  The  said  claimant  George  A.  Griffln  was  never  required  to  establish  or  main- 
tain his  residence  on  said  land  after  the  hearing  in  the  local  office  | 
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(8)  The  said  Francis  A.  Smith  was  never  required  after  the  hearing  to  continue 
hia  residence  and  improyements ;  and 

(4)  No  contest  will  lie  against  an  adjudicated  and  finally  determined  priority  of 
right  to  make  entry  on  a  tract  of  puhlic  land. 

This  motion  was  denied  by  the  local  officers  and  the  hearing  proceeded, 
at  which  no  evidence  was  offered  on  behalf  of  Smith. 

Thereafter,  the  local  officers  found  that  Smith  had  abandoned  all  his 
rights  to  the  tract,  and  that  the  homestead  entry  of  Griffin  should 
remain  intact  and  so  recommended,  and  upon  appeal,  your  office,  on 
January  5, 1897,  affirmed  this  decision  and  the  entry  of  Griffin  was  held 
intact. 

Smith  appeals. 

The  order  granting  a  hearing  by  your  office  was  purely  interlocutory 
in  it«  nature  and  was  not  appealable.  Such  orders  will  not  be  reviewed 
unless  an  abuse  of  discretion  is  clearly  shown,  as  they  rest  largely 
within  the  discretion  of  your  office.  (Olney  v.  Shyrock,  9  L.  D.,  633; 
Horn  V.  Burnett,  9  id.,  252;  and  Samuel  J.  Bogart,  9  id.,  217.) 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  decision  of  the  Department  upon  the 
motion  for  the  hearing  was  final  and  precluded  another  hearing 
thereon. 

The  reason  for  the  denial  of  such  motion  was  because  the  matters 
alleged  therein  were  not  in  issue  at  the  original  hearing.  It  is  apparent 
that  this  motion  for  a  hearing  was  considered  as  a  motion  for  a  rehear- 
ing, upon  the  new  matter  set  up  therein,  which  would  not  be  reviewed 
on  appeal.  Such  was  the  departmental  decision  because  its  appellate 
jurisdiction  had  been  invoked  and  in  the  exercise  thereof,  matters  for- 
eign to  the  original  inquiry  involved  in  the  appeal  would  not  be 
considered. 

Your  office  granted  the  hearing  in  the  exercise  of  its  original  juris- 
diction, and  not  alone  upon  the  motion,  but  independently  thereof  as 
the  language  of  the  order  indicates,  for  it  directed  the  local  officers  to 
allow  Griffin,  the  unsuccessful  entryman,  the  opportunity  to  show  that 
Smith  had  abandoned  the  land,  at  the  time  the  latter  attempted  to  per- 
fect his  entry. 

This  action  of  your  office  was  to  cause  a  further  inquiry  to  be  had  in 
the  nature  of  a  new  contest  to  determine  questions  arising  since  the 
hearing  of  the  original  contest,  and  did  not  attempt  to  vacate  or  set 
aside  any  action  of  the  Department  or  to  pass  anew  upon  the  questions 
there  decided.  The  application  for  the  hearing,  it  is  true,  presented 
the  same  grounds  that  were  urged  against  the  allowance  of  Smith's 
application  to  enter  the  land,  yet  these  questions  were  not  passed  upon 
by  the  Department  when  the  decision  was  rendered  holding  that  Smith 
was  the  prior  settler,  upon  the  original  appeal  from  your  office  decision. 
The  case  of  Grothjan  v.  Johnson  (16  L.  D.,  180),  cited  for  contestee,  has 
no  application  to  this  case,  for  in  that  case  the  Department  declined  to 
order  a  hearing  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence  because 
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the  affidavits  submitted  did  not  disclose  that  the  evidence  was  newly 
discovered.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  hearing  was  denied  solely  upon  the 
ground  that  the  matters  presented  were  not  involved  in  the  issues  at 
the  original  hearing,  and  not  because  such  showing  was  insufficient. 

While  it  has  become  a  well-settled  rule  that  a  matter  once  in  issue 
and  adjudicated  may  not  be  litigated  again  (Parcher  t^.  Gillen,  23  L.  D., 
485-488),  the  grounds  of  the  motion  for  a  hearing  in  this  case  were  not 
passed  upon  by  the  Department  nor  deemed  insufficient,  but  were 
considered  as  not  pertinent  to  the  questions  presented  on  appeal  and 
involved  in  the  original  hearing. 

The  evidence  at  the  hearing  ordered  by  your  office  to  determine  the 
abandonment  of  the  claim  consists  of  the  direct  and  cross  examination 
of  the  witnesses  for  Griffin,  as  Smith  appeared  by  counsel  and  offered 
no  evidence.  It  clearly  establishes  the  abandonment  of  the  tract  by 
Smith  and  his  removal  from  the  vicinity  of  the  land.  His  shanty  or 
house  on  the  land  was  sold  and  removed  from  the  land.  His  declara« 
tions  made  upon  the  eve  of  his  departure  from  the  locality  with  his 
family  and  household  goods  to  the  witnesses  were  that  he  intended  to 
go  "to  a  better  country."  Referring  to  the  dispute  over  the  tract,  he 
informed  Griffin,  his  adversary,  that  he,  Smith,  had  been  beaten  twice, 
thought  "  there  was  no  show  for  him,"  and  was  satisfied  with  the  dis- 
position of  the  case.  He  stated  to  others  that  he  had  left  his  claim, 
cared  nothing  for  it,  and  so  far  as  he  was  concerned.  Griffin  was  wel- 
come to  it.  These  statements  were  made  prior  to  the  departmental 
decision  in  his  favor  and  while  the  case  was  pending  on  appeal. 

But,  it  also  appears  that  Griffin,  having  obtained  a  leave  of  absence, 
left  the  tract,  and  did  not  return,  after  the  final  decision  in  favor  of 
Smith  was  communicated  to  him.  However,  he  left  his  improvements 
upon  the  land  and  maintained  a  constructive  possession  thereof  by 
cultivating  the  tract  with  the  aid  of  others  after  such  final  adverse 
decision. 

It  is  contended  that  neither  of  these  parties  was  compelled  to  remain 
upon  and  improve  the  land  during  the  pendency  of  the  former  case 
where  the  priority  of  settlement  was  at  issue,  and  the  cases  of  Jones  r. 
Kennett  (6  L.  D.,  688)  and  Fletcher  et  al.  v.  Brereton  (14  L.  D.,  554)  are 
cited  in  support  of  this  contention.  The  former  of  these  cases  wivs,  in 
effect,  overruled  by  the  case  of  Sims  et  al,  v,  Busse  (14  L.  D.,  420)  and 
the  latter  did  not  rest  upon  the  question  of  priority  of  settlement  as 
between  the  parties.  It  is  generally  held  that  a  contestant  who  claims 
a  right  of  entry  on  the  ground  of  priority  of  settlement  must  show  a 
compliance  with  the  settlement  laws  and  the  establishment  and  main 
tenau(!e  of  a  residence  in  good  faith.  (Foote  v.  McMillan,  22  L.  D.,  280.) 
The  rule  as  to  temporary  absences  of  a  party  in  such  a  suit,  during  its 
pendency,  could  not  be  held  to  cover  abandonment  of  the  claim  and  the 
sale  and  removal  of  the  improvements  therefrom. 

Both  parties  left  the  land.  Griffin  because  before  his  leave  of  absence 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC    LANDS.  383 

expired  lie  was  notified  of  the  final  decision  against  him,  while  Smith 
left  the  tract  before  the  final  decision  in  his  favor  was  rendered.  The 
former  left  his  improvements  upon  the  tract,  while  the  latter  sold  and 
caused  his  improvements  to  be  removed  and  abandoned  his  claim,  leav- 
ing the  locality  with  the  express  avowal  that  he  had  abandoned  his 
claim  with  the  intention  of  seeking  a  home  in  another  and  distant 
locality  and  that  he  would  not  return. 

It  appears  that  Griffin  did  not  return  to  the  tract  because  of  the 
adverse  decision,  but  still  asserted  his  rights  after  Smith  had  aban- 
doned the  tract,  and  asked  to  have  this  inquiry  at  bar  instituted.  His 
excuse  for  his.  absence  from  the  land  is  undoubtedly  sufficient,  while 
the  absence  of  Smith  was  a  permanent  abandonment  of  the  tract, 
evinced  by  the  sale  and  removal  of  his  improvements,  his  departure 
from  the  locality  with  the  intention  to  remain,  and  the  express  renun- 
ciation of  his  rights  to  the  tract. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


NoETHERN  Pacific  B.  R.  Co.  et  al.  v.  St.  Joseph  Roman  Cath- 
olic Mission. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  July  12, 1897, 25  L.  D., 
317,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss  October  15, 1897. 


TIMBEB  CUTTING -application  FOB  PERMIT* 

Steam  Thresher  and  Milling  Company. 

Applications  for  more  than  a  second  permit,  by  the  same  applicant;  to  cut  timber 
from  the  public  lands  will  not  be  considered  by  the  Department. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 

18  J 1897.  (A.  M.) 

I  have  at  hand  yonr  letter  of  the  14th  instant  submitting  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Steam  Thresher  and  Milling  Company  for  a  permit  to  cut 
timber  from  two  half  sections  of  unsurveyed  non-mineral  public  lands 
in  Idaho,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  26  Stat.,  1093. 

Your  letter  states  that  the  company  has  been  heretofore  granted 
three  successive  permits,  under  which  it  has  cut  upwards  of  2,000,000 
feet  of  timber  and  over  300,000  shingles. 

In  submitting  the  application  you  have  adverted  to  the  decision  of 
the  Department  on  June  6,  1897,  in  case  of  Eiley  G.  Clark,  24  L.  D., 
504,  wherein  it  was  held  and  directed  that  applications  for  permits  to 
cut  timber  be  confined  to  one  quarter  section  and  that 

no  applicant  shall  be  accorded  a  second  permit  unless  it  Batisiaotorily  appears  that 
a  most  argent  necessity  exists  therefor. 
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You  state  that  you  construe  the  ruling  as  to  granting  a  second  permit 
to  mean  that, 

while  the  adviBability  of  granting  a  second  permit  will  be  considered,  yet,  it  was 
not  in  contemplation  to  consider  extending,  in  any  instance,  the  privileji^e  of  more 
than  a  second  permit. 

You  have  accordingly  recommended  that  this  fourth  application  be 
denied  and  that  you  be  given  such  advisory  instructions  as  will  cover 
all  cases  of  applications  for  more  than  a  second  permit. 

In  answer  you  are  advised  that  the  decision  referred  to  was  rendered 
after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  subject  and  the  limitation  of  the  area 
was  stated  to  have  for  its  object, 

the  restriction  of  the  free  privilege  ....  to  the  needs  of  the  communities  .... 
and  to  gaard  against  the  liability  of  the  nse  of  the  privilege  for  speculative 
purposes. 

Under  this  decision  and  in  accordance  with  your  recommendation 
this  application  for  a  fourth  permit  is  hereby  denied  and  you  are  further 
advised  that  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  decision  precludes  the 
consideration  of  applications  for  more  than  a  second  permit  under  any 
circumstances. 

The  application  is  returned  herein. 


OKLAHOMA  LANDS-SETTLEMENT  BIGHT-SECTION  45»  B.  8. 

HOSKIN  V.  OuppAas. 

The  law  requires  that  residence  must  he  estahlished  within  a  reasonahle  time  after 

settlement  where  there  is  an  adverse  claim,  and  what  is  a  reasonahle  time  must 

depend  upon  the  facts  in  each  case. 
A  settler  on  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  who  on  the  day  of  opening  makes  the  rua 

from  the  Ghiloooo  Indian  School  reservation  is  not  disqualified  thereby. 
A  blacksmith  hired  to  work  at  his  trade  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Afiaiirs  on  an 

Indian  School  reservation  is  not,  by  such  employment,  disqualified  under  section 

452  B.  S.,  to  enter  public  lands. 

Acting  Secretary  Byan  to  the  Gommisaioner  of  the  OeneniL  Land  Office, 
(F.  L.  0.)  October  20, 1897.  (C.  J.  W.) 

October  7, 1893,  Lizzie  H.  Cuppage  made  homestead  entry,  No.  1710, 
for  the  N  W.  4  of  Sec.  10,  T.  28,  R.  2  E.,  Perry,  Oklahoma. 

November  8, 1893,  Joseph  Hoskin  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry,  alleging  settlement  prior  to  the  entry  of  defendant  and  prior 
to  any  settlement  made  by  her  or  any  other  person. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  between  the  parties,  and  was  finally  had  on 
June  6, 1895,  with  both  parties  present  and  represented  by  connsel. 
On  June  17,  1895,  the  local  officers,  before  whom  the  case  was  tried, 
rendered  their  joint  decision,  in  which  they  found  that  contestant  was 
qualified  to  make  entry,  that  he  was  the  first  to  enter  ui>on  and  claim 
the  land  for  a  homestead,  and  that  his  settlement  was  prior  to  any  set- 
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tlement  made  by  defendant  and  prior  to  her  entry,  and  tbey  recom- 
mended tlie  cancellation  of  defendant's  entry  and  that  plaintiff  be 
allowed  to  make  entry. 

From  this  decision  defendant  appealed,  and  on  February  12, 1896, 
your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  and  held  defend- 
ant's entry  subject  to  plaintiff's  prior  right  of  entry. 

On  February  29, 1896,  defendant  filed  a  motion  in  the  local  office  for 
review  of  your  office  decision,  which  showed  service  of  the  motion  on 
plaintiff.    The  motion  alleged  errors  both  of  law  and  fact. 

On  April  23, 1896,  upon  a  re-examination  of  the  record,  your  office 
denied  the  motion  on  all  the  grounds  stated,  and  adhered  to  the  orig- 
inal decision. 

June  3, 1896,  defendant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department  from  your 
office  decisions  of  February  12,  and  April  23, 1896,  in  which  the  same 
grounds  of  error  alleged  in  her  motion  for  review  are  insisted  upon, 
and  the  additional  one  that  plaintiff  was  disqualified  by  reason  of 
being  at  the  time  of  his  settlement  an  employe  of  the  Interior  Depart- 
ment.   The  other  grounds  of  error  alleged  will  be  first  considered. 

In  reference  to  the  fia>cts,  the  register  and  receiver  find  as  follows: 

On  the  16th  day  of  September,  1893,  the  contestant  entered  the  Cherokee  Outlet 
from  the  hundred  foot  line  running  south  of  the  Chilocco  school  reservation,  and 
ran  a  straight  line  south  to  the  laud  in  controversy  on  horseback.  He  stuck  a  stake, 
dag  a  small  hole,  and  remained  on  the  land  until  after  sundown.  The  stake  was 
from  two  and  a  half  to  three  inches  wide,  and  about  three  feet  wide  (high)  having 
written  on  it,  ''This  claim  taken  by  Joe  Hoskin.''  He  returned  to  the  land  on  the 
18th  of  September,  and  did  some  breaking,  seventy  to  eighty  feet  long,  and  twenty- 
five  or  thirty  feet  wide.  He  returned  home  at  night  to  the  Chilocco  reservation, 
where  he  had  lived  for  several  years  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  Cherokee  Outlet. 
The  week  following  the  opening  he  was  on  the  land  every  day.  He  was  unable  to 
remain  on  the  land  at  night,  by  reason  of  the  ill  health  of  his  wife.  On  October 
14th  he  built  a  shanty  eight  by  ten,  six  feet  high  on  one  side,  and  eight  feet  high  on 
the  other.  About  the  first  of  November  he  had  about  three  acres  broken.  During 
the  winter  was  on  the  claim  every  week,  with  the  exception  of  two  weeks,  his 
visits  usually  being  made  thereto  on  Saturdays  and  Sundays.  At  this  time  the  con- 
testant still  retained  his  position  at  the  Chilocco  reservation  as  blacksmith,  and 
resided  at  the  same  place.  He  built  another  house  the  latter  part  of  February  or 
the  first  of  March ;  bought  lumber  and  building  material  to  the  extent  of  over  a 
hundred  dollars  worth  some  time  in  January,  in  Arkansas  City,  where  the  house 
was  being  constructed.  He  moved  in  the  house  on  the  14th  of  March,  1894.  The 
contestant  claims  that  on  account  of  the  ill  health  and  extreme  debility  and  weak- 
ness of  his  wife,  by  reason  of  having  been  confined  about  the  first  of  {September, 
1893,  he  was  unable  to  remove  her  to  the  claim.  And  that  he  was  unable  to  build  a 
suitable  house  to  live  in  before  March,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  an  Arkansas  City 
Bank,  in  which  his  money  was  deposited.  Since  taking  up  his  residence,  he  has^  at 
different  times,  made  such  improvements,  until  now  he  has  about  forty-eight  arrcs 
brdken,  fourteen  acres  in  wheat,  and  six  acres  in  oats,  twelve  in  kafflr  corn,  six  in 
cane,  and  ten  acres  in  orchard.  The  second  house  is  sixteen  by  twenty-four,  six  win- 
dows, and  two  doors,  ten  feet  ceiling.  Has  a  stable  eleven  by  twelve.  The  first 
house  placed  on  the  land  he  converted  into  a  chicken  house.  Has  a  cave,  a  good  well, 
and  a  rorrel  150  square.  Has  one  hundred  and  seventy-four  poach  troos,  one  hundred 
and  sixty  apple,  ]>luni  and  <'herry  trees,  seventy-four  grape  vines,  etc.    The  contestant 
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declares  that  the  improvements  placed  npon  the  land  until  the  7th  of  October,  1893, 
were  plainly  visible  to  any  person  from  any  point  of  the  claim,  and  that  parties 
looking  for  evidences  of  settlement  could  not  have  failed  to  see  them.  It  also 
appears  that  on  the  18th  of  September,  1893,  the  contestant  placed  on  the  land  in 
controversy  a  foundation,  estimated  to  be  eight  by  ten  feet,  made  out  two  by  six 
scantling,  laid  in  the  form  of  a  square,  with  cross  pieces  or  cleats  nailed  across  the 
corners ;  and  that  this  was  placed  on  a  sod  pile  about  one  foot  high. 
So  far  as  the  testimony  in  this  case  shows,  the  defendant  relies  upon  her  entry. 

Your  office  substantially  concarred  in  this  finding  of  facts,  both  upon 
the  first  and  second  examinations  of  the  record.  Its  reexamination  here 
discloses  no' error  in  the  statement  of  facts. 

So  far  as  appears  from  the  record  the  defendant  never  saw  the  land 
until  some  time  after  her  entry,  but  the  law  charges  her  with  notice  of 
the  plaintiff's  improvements  shown  to  be  plain  and  visible  ux>on  it,  both 
before  and  at  the  time  of  her  entry. 

It  is  insisted  that  plaintiff  manifested  bad  faith  in  so  long  delay  in 
establishing  residence.  The  law  requires  the  establishment  of  residence 
within  a  reasonable  time  where  there  is  an  adverse  claim,  and  what  is 
a  reasonable  time  must  depend  upon  the  &cts  and  circumstances  of  each 
case. 

The  plaintiff'  established  residence  in  this  case  within  six  months  from 
settlement  aud  before  the  defendant  made  any  improvements,  or  went 
upon  the  land.  The  reason  given  for  the  plaintiff^s  delay  in  establish- 
ing residence  is  the  ill  health  of  his  wife  at  the  time,  which  is  shown 
by  the  testimony  of  two  physicians  who  treated  her.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances disclosed  by  the  record,  this  delay  will  not  raise  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  abandonment  of  his  settlement  rights,  the  evidence 
showing  that  he  continued  to  make  valuable  improvements  up  to  the 
time  of  establishing  residence. 

It  is  further  insisted  that  inasmuch  as  plaintiff  had  for  some  years 
resided  on  the  Ohilocco  school  reservation,  and  made  the  run  from  said 
reservation,  that  he  was  disqualified. 

This  contention  is  based  on  the  idea  that  the  entering  upon  or  pass- 
ing over  an  Indian  reservation  was  unlawful.  In  the  case  of  Welch  v, 
Butler  (21  L.  D.,  309,)  it  was  held  that  the  doctrine  was  not  applicable 
to  the  Cbilocco  school  reservation.  In  Grady  et  al.  u.  Williams  (23  L.  D., 
533,)  it  is  declared  that  persons  who  made  the  run  into  the  Cherokee 
Outlet  were  not  disqualified  because  they  passed  over  an  adjacent 
Indian  reservation. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  contention  that  Hoskin  is  disqualified  as 
an  entryman  by  reason  of  being  an  employe  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

Hoskin's  own  testimony  is  relied  upon  to  show  his  residence  and 
employment  on  the  Ghilocco  school  reservation.  He  testified  that  he 
had  resided  at  the  school  for  seven  or  eight  years,  and  was  employed 
as  a  blacksmith ;  that  he  was  employed  at  $50.00  per  month,  and  was 
subject  to  dismissal  at  any  time.    His  employment  was  recommended 
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by  the  Superintendent  and  approved  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian 
Affairs. 
Section  452  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  is  as  follows: 

The  officers,  clerks,  and  employees  in  the  General  Land  Office  are  prohibited  from 
directly  or  indirectly  parohasing  or  becoming  interested  in  the  pnrchase  of  any  of 
the  public  land ;  and  any  person  who  violates  this  section  shall  forthwith  be  removed 
from  his  office. 

The  Department  in  construing  this  section  has  held  that  it  applies 
to  clerks  and  employes  in  any  of  the  branches  or  arms  of  the  public 
service  under  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  relating  to  the  sur- 
vey and  sale  of  the  public  lands,  and  that  such  employes  may  not  enter 
public  lands.    McMicken  et  al.j  11  L.  D.,  96. 

A  blacksmith  hired  to  work  at  his  trade  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Indian  Affairs  at  the  Chilocco  school  reservation  is  not  an  employe  of 
the  General  Land  Office  within  the  meaning  of  said  section,  and  is  not 
by  reason  of  such  employment  disqualified  to  enter  public  land. 

The  defendant  having  failed  to  show  any  material  error  in  your  office 
decisions  appealed  from,  they  are  hereby  affirmed. 


FBACnCE— APPLICATION  TO  ENTER— ORDER  FOR  HEARING. 

Gallup  v.  Welch  et  al.  (On  Review). 

Kg  right  is  secured  hy  an  application  to  make  entry  that  will  bar  the  allowance 
of  a  hearing,  as  to  the  status  of  the  land  involved,  on  the  prior  application  of 
another  party. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La^d  Office, 
(F.  L.  C.)  October  20^  1897.  (¥.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  "K"  of  September  24, 1897,  was  forwarded  a 
motion,  filed  on  behalf  of  Wesley  0.  Welch,  for  review  of  departmental 
decision  of  July  12,  1897  (25  L.  D.,  3),  in  the  case  of  J.  F.  Gallup  v. 
Wesley  0.  Welch,  involving  the  W.  J  of  the  NB.  J,  the  NW.  J  of  the 
SB.  i  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  36,  T.  86  N.,  E.  30  W.,  Des 
Moines  land  district,  Iowa. 

Said  case  arose  upon  an  application  filed  by  Welch  on  January  22, 
1889,  to  make  timber  culture  entry  of  the  tract  in  question;  which  appli- 
cation was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  conflict  with  the  prior  selec- 
tion made  by  the  Cedar  Eapids  and  Missouri  Eiver  Eailroad  Company 
on  November  26, 1886,  and  also  because  the  tract-books  of  their  office 
showed  the  land  to  have  been  patented  to  the  State  of  Iowa  under  the 
swamp  act  of  September  28, 1850. 

This  land  had  been  selected  and  reported  by  the  surveyor-general  as 
swamp  land  as  early  as  May  11, 1859,  and  in  the  certificate  attached  to 
the  list  the  surveyor- general  certified  that  the  list  had  been  compared 

with  the  field  notes,  plats,  and  other  evidences  on  file  in  this  office,  and  by  the  affi- 
davits of  said  coanty  suxTeyors  or  State  locating  agents,  it  appears  that  the  greater 
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part  of  each  smallest  legal  subdivision  of  the  lands  embraced  in  said  list  is  swampy 
or  subject  to  such  overflow  as  to  render  the  same  unfit  for  oultivation,  and  is  there- 
fore of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  act  of  28th  of  September,  1850. 

In  a  letter  from  your  office  addressed  to  the  register  and  receiver  at 
Des  Moines,  dated  June  10, 1864,  the  local  officers  were  [erroneously] 
advised  that  the  tract  in  question  had  been  patented  to  the  State  as 
swamp  land  under  the  act  of  1850,  and  they  were  directed  to  so  note 
upon  their  tract-books,  which  they  did,  and  the  same  was  duly  noted 
upon  the  county  records. 

The  tract  in  question  is  in  Greene  County,  and  as  the  State  had  con- 
ferred the  swamp  lands  upon  the  county,  and  the  county  had  contracted 
with  the  American  Emigrant  Company,  said  last  mentioned  company 
conveyed  this  land  to  James  Callahan  and  James  C.  Savery,  and  they 
in  turn  conveyed  it  to  Gallup  on  April  4, 1890. 

This  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Cedar  Eapids  and 
Missouri  Eiver  Eailroad  Company,  now  known  as  the  Iowa  Central  Air 
Line  Eailroad  Company.  In  a  suit  brought  by  the  American  Emigrant 
Company  against  the  railroad  company,  in  1882,  to  settle  the  question 
of  conflicting  rights  between  the  two  companies  to  the  lands  claimed  to 
be  swamp,  within  said  county  and  within  the  limits  of  the  railroad 
grant,  the  railroad  company  disclaimed  any  right  to  the  tract  here  in 
question,  together  with  other  land,  in  consideration  of  which  the  Emi* 
grant  Company  relinquished  its  claim  to  other  lands  claimed  to  be 
swamp  within  the  limits  of  the  railroad  grant. 

Notwithstanding  this  compromise  in  1882,  it  appears  that  on  June 
30, 1885,  the  railroad  company  initiated  a  contest  against  the  swamp 
land  claim  to  certain  tracts,  including  the  tract  in  question,  and  at  the 
same  time  filed  an  application  to  select  the  tract  here  in  question  as 
indemnity.  Upon  this  hearing  the  tract  in  question  was  adjudged 
not  to  be  swamp  by  your  office  letter  of  November  16,  1886,  and  on 
November  24th  following,  the  company's  application  to  select  was 
permitted  to  go  of  record. 

Subsequently,  to  wit,  on  April  11, 1892,  your  office  canceled  the  com- 
pany's selection  because  of  its  disclaimer  filed  in  the  suit  before  referred 
to,  and  on  May  7, 1893,  Gallup,  who  claiuied  under  the  swamp  grant, 
filed  a  petition  asking  that  an  investigation  be  made  or  ordered  to 
determine  the  character  of  the  tract  in  question,  with  a  view  to  haviug 
the  same  patented  to  the  State  as  swamp  land.  To  this  application 
Welch,  who  had  tendered  timber-culture  application,  as  before  stated, 
on  January  22,  1889,  filed  objections,  and  in  your  office  decision  of 
March  10, 1894,  the  petition  by  Gallup,  and  also  the  appeal  by  Welch 
from  the  rejection  of  his  timber  culture  application,  were  considered, 
both  of  which  were  denied. 

In  the  decision  under  review  it  was  adjudged  that  Welch  secured  no 
right  to  the  tract  in  question  by  the  tender  of  his  timber-culture  appli- 
cation on  January  22, 1889,  the  land  being  at  that  time  embraced  in  the 
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indemuity  selection  of  the  Cedar  Eapids  and  Missouri  Elver  Eailroad 
Company,  which  selection  was  not  canceled  until  after  the  repeal  of  the 
timber-culture  law. 

On  account  of  the  equities  in  Gallup,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
contest  upon  which  the  State's  selection  was  canceled  was  instituted 
by  the  railroad  company  after  it  had  practically  admitted  the  swampy 
nature  of  the  land,  a  further  investigation  was  ordered  to  determine 
the  actual  character  of  the  land. 

In  said  opinion  the  fact  was  noted  that  Gallup,  in  July,  1894,  had 
tendered  homestead  application  for  this  tract,  upon  which  no  action 
appeared  to  have  been  taken.    And  in  the  opinion  it  was  stated: 

Should  the  previouB  adjudication  of  your  office  as  to  the  character  of  the  land  be 
adhered  to,  Gallup's  application  under  the  homestead  law  will  then  be  considered 
and  the  tract  disposed  of  as  other  public  laud. 

In  the  motion  for  review  filed  on  behalf  of  Welch  nothing  is  alleged 
but  what  was  fully  considered  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  deci- 
sion under  consideration,  and  the  motion  is  accordingly  denied  and 
herewith  returned  for  the  files  of  your  ofiQce. 

Among  the  papers  forwarded  with  your  office  letter  of  September  24, 
1897,  is  also  a  motion  to  revoke  the  order  for  a  rehearing  to  determine 
the  character  of  this  tract,  filed  on  behalf  of  Oscar  W.  Lowery,  who,  it 
appears,  in  April,  1894,  tendered  homestead  application  for  the  tract  in 
question,  which  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  June  29, 
1894;  from  which  action  he  duly  appealed  to  your  office. 

This  appeal  has  not  been  considered  by  your  office,  and  in  the  pre- 
vious decisions  of  this  Department  the  pendency  of  said  application 
was  not  mentioned.  Lowery  claims  to  have  had  no  notice  of  the  action 
taken  upon  the  applications  by  Welch  and  Gallup  until  after  promul- 
gation of  the  decision  under  consideration.  His  claim  rests  solely  upon 
his  application,  presented,  as  before  stated,  in  April,  1894,  which  he 
asserts  gives  him  a  superior  right  over  Gallup,  whose  homestead  appli- 
cation was  not  filed  until  July  following. 

It  will  be  noted  that  in  the  decision  under  review  no  direction  was 
given  to  allow  Gallup  to  make  entry  of  the  land  under  his  application 
tendered  in  July,  1894;  the  action  taken  was  upon  his  application  for 
an  investigation  as  to  the  character  of  the  land;  which  application  was 
filed  on  May  7, 1893.  At  this  time  Lowery  was  not  a  claimant  for  the 
tract  in  question,  and  by  the  tender  of  his  homestead  application  in 
April  following,  he  secured  no  such  right  as  would  bar  the  granting  of 
the  application  for  a  hearing,  and  his  motion  is  accordingly  denied  and 
herewith  returned  for  the  files  of  your  office. 

Should  the  tract  upon  reinvestigation  be  found  not  to  be  swampy  in 
character  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  September  28,  1850,  the 
question  as  to  the  respective  rights  of  Lowery  and  Gallup  under  their 
several  applications  will  then  be  a  proper  matter  for  consideration. 
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PRACTICE-APPMCATION  TO  TSNTBB. 

John  F.  Dbvoy. 

The  rnle  laid  down  in  Cowles  r.  Huff,  24  L.  D.,  81,  with  respect  to  applications  to 
enter  made  after  judgment  of  cancellation  and  prior  to  appeal  therefrom,  but 
within  the  time  allowed  therefor,  is  applicable  to  pending  cases. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commisaioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office, 
(F.  L.  0.)  October  ^Oy  1897.  '  (E.  M.  E.) 

This  case  involves  the  NB.  J  of  the  NE.  i  and  S.  J  of  KE.  J,  Sec,  22, 
T.  10  N.,  B.  1  E.,  Humboldt  land  district,  California,  and  is  before  the 
Department  upon  motion  for  review,  by  John  F.  Devoy,  of  departmental 
decision  of  July  12, 1897. 

The  records  shows  that  on  January  31, 1896,  the  local  officers  trans- 
mitted to  your  office  the  appeal  of  the  said  Devoy  from  their  decision 
of  January  7, 1896,  rejecting  his  application  to  purchase  under  the  act 
of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stats.,  89),  the  l^E.  J  of  said  section  and  range, 
because  theretofore,  on  June  28, 1895,  one  William  Lupton  had  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  controversy,  together  with  the  NW.  J 
of  the  SE.  4  of  said  section. 

One  Isaac  Barber,  on  March  31, 1883,  made  timber  land  cash  entry 
for  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  22,  and  thereafter,  on  April  14,  1888,  said 
entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  and  on  December  15, 
1894,  finally  ordered  to  be  canceled. 

Devoy's  application  was  originally  filed  in  the  local  office  on  May  28, 
1888,  where  it  was  held  to  await  the  disposition  of  the  proceedings 
against  the  entry  of  Barber.  Devoy  appealed  from  the  action  of  your 
office,  which,  on  March  21,  1896,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local 
office.  The  decision  of  the  Department  of  date  July  12,  1897,  which 
is  now  sought  to  be  reviewed,  affirmed  the  action  of  your  office.  It 
was  therein  held  that  the  case  of  Cowles  v.  Huff  et  al,  (24  L.  D.,  81) 
had  overruled  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  ex  parte  Gituger  (10  L.  D.,221), 
and  that  after  a  judgment  of  cancellation  by  your  office,  and  prior  to 
appeal  from  such  judgment  but  within  the  time  allowed  for  such 
appeal,  an  application  to  enter  should  not  have  been  received. 

The  motion  for  review,  while  conceding  the  correctness  of  the  rule 
laid  down  in  the  Cowles  v.  Huff  case,  urges  that,  inasmuch  as  said 
rule  was  first  announced  in  the  case  of  Allen  r.  Price  (15  L.  D.,  424), 
on  the  15th  day  of  November,  1892,  which  overturned  and  in  effect 
overruled  the  practice  theretofore  existing,  as  announced  in  the  said 
Ganger  case,  the  application  of  Devoy  when  made  was  therefore  in 
accordance  with  the  law  and  practice  of  the  Department,  and  he  should 
not  be  made  to  suffer  by  reason  of  the  change  of  holding  upon  the  part 
of  the  Department. 

This  question  was  substantially  involved  in  the  Cowles  v.  Huff  case, 
and  was  decided  adversely  to  the  contention  now  made,  inasmuch  as  it 
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was  there  held,  "an  application  to  enter  shonld  not  be  received  during 
the  time  allowed  for  appeal  from  a  judgment  cancelling  a  prior  entry 
of  the  land  applied  for;  nor  the  land  so  involved  held  subject  to  entry, 
or  application  to  enter,  until  the  rights  of  the  entrymau  have  been 
finally  determined;"  and  the  entry  of  Huff  was  canceled  and  the  appli- 
cation of  Cowles  to  enter  was  allowed. 

This  disposition  of  the  case  was  made  after  a  consideration  of  the 
question  at  issue,  and  no  good  reason  appearing  for  disturbing  the 
same,  it  is  adhered  to  and  the  motion  for  review  is  denied. 


OKLAHOMA  LANDS-SETTLEMENT  BIGHTS. 

GOPE  V.  Bbaden. 

A  settler  on  Oklahama  land,  who  on  the  day  of  opening  enters  the  Territory  prema- 
turely, with  miiuy  otberS;  through  a  misapprohension  as  to  the  signal  p^iven  for 
entrance,  must  show,  as  against  one  who  enters  at  the  proper  time,  that  no 
advantage  was  gained  by  such  premature  entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(F.  L.  0.)  October  21, 1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  controversy  is  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  12,  T.  22 
!N.,  E.  7  W.,  I.  M.,  Enid,  Oklahoma,  land  district,  of  which  Landa  H. 
Braden  made  homestead  entry  September  21,  1893.  On  September 
30th  following,  Otho  E.  Oope  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest  against  the 
same,  alleging  prior  settlement  on  the  land.  A  hearing  was  had 
before  the  local  officers,  and  as  a  result  they  filed  dissenting  opinions. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  register  the  testimony  of  the  several  witnesses  is 
quoted  at  some  length,  and  he  recommends  that  the  homestead  entry 
of  Braden  he  held  intact  and  the  contest  be  dismissed.  A  motion  for 
review  of  this  decision  was  filed  by  Cope,  but  was  overruled  by  the 
local  officers.  The  receiver,  in  a  comparatively  brief  decision  recom- 
mends that  the  homestead  entry  be  canceled  and  Cope  be  allowed  to 
make  entry. 

Both  parties  appealed,  and  your  office,  by  letter  of  March  6, 1896, 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  register  and  held  that  Oope  was  the  first 
to  reach  the  land,  that  he  was  a  qualified  entryman  and  had  a  superior 
right  of  entry  to  that  of  Braden.  In  deciding  the  question  involved, 
your  office  held : 

The  burden  of  proving  that  the  plaintiff  made  a  premature  entry  in  the  territory 
devolved  upon  the  defendant^  and  he  has  failed  to  show,  by  a  fair  preponderance  of 
evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  did  start  in  the  race  before  the  signal  was  given  by  the 
soldier  above  mentioned. 

Motion  for  review  of  this  decision  was  filed  and  denied  on  May  18, 
1896.    In  that  decision  it  is  held  by  your  office: 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  and  by  a  preponderance  does  show,  that  the  plaintiff 
entered  the  territory  a  few  minutes  prior  to  12  o'clock  noon^  central  standard  time, 
September  16. 1S93,  but  under  the  facts  of  this  caao,  such  entrance  was  lawful.    He 
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entered  the  territory  with  thousandR  at  a  signal  given  by  one  in  authority  to  desig- 
nate the  time  when  12  o'clock  noon  should  arrive.  Whether  the  signal  was  given  a 
few  minutes  prior  to  12  o'clock  noon,  it  is  not  pertinent  to  inqnire,  so  far  as  the 
qualification  of  the  plaintiff  is  concerned. 

Whereupon  Braden  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  numerous  errors 
of  law  and  fact. 

The  laud  in  controversy  is  situated  less  than  one  mile  from  the  town 
of  Enid,  and  is  about  seventeen  and  a  half  or  eighteen  miles  north  of  the 
south  line  of  the  Outlet,  from  which  point  both  parties  to  this  controversy 
ran  on  horseback.  The  decisions  of  the  register  and  of  your  office  find 
that  Cope  prematurely  entered  the  Outlet  on  the  day  of  the  opening. 
There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  finding. 
The  receiver  in  his  opinion  does  not  controvert  this  finding,  but  says 
Cope  went  in  on  the  signal. 

It  is  shown  by  the  testimony  that  there  were  several  thousand  people 
assembled  on  the  south  line  of  the  Outlet  at  a  point  a  few  miles  north 
of  Hennessey,  where  the  railroad  enters  the  Strip,  and  that  the  line  of 
intending  settlers  extended  both  east  and  west  of  said  railroad  track 
where  they  were  congregated  on  the  one-hundred-foot  strip,  on  the 
morning  of  the  16th  of  September,  preparatory  to  making  the  run. 

The  parties  to  this  controversy  were  west  of  the  track.  Cope  being 
about  one-eighth  of  a  mile  from  it,  while  Braden  was  still  further  west 
and  across  Buffalo  Creek.  On  this  creek  there  was  quite  a  growth  of 
timber,  which  prevented  those  west  of  it  from  seeing  those  east.  In 
front  of  the  north  line  of  the  one-hundred-foot  strip  was  a  line  of  sen- 
tries, posted  by  the  military  authorities,  to  give  the  signal  for  start- 
ing by  firing  their  pieces.  The  line  of  settlers  was  practically  solid, 
and  Cope  was  in  or  near  the  front  line.  It  appears  that  the  railroad 
train,  which  was  a  little  distance  south  of  the  line,  after  having  been 
loaded,  was  moved  up  to  within  a  few  feet  of  the  line  preparatory  to  the 
start.  In  moving  it  up  the  whistle  of  the  locomotive  was  sounded,  and 
after  a  few  exhausts  of  steam  the  great  majority  of  those  on  the  line 
broke  and  ran  into  the  Outlet.  The  first  break  seems  to  have  been 
made  east  of  the  railroad  track,  but  they  were  immediately  followed  by 
those  on  the  west.  The  testimony  shows  that  the  soldiers  tried  to  stop 
them,  but  were  unsuccessful  save  as  to  a  part  of  them,  and  those  who 
did  remain  were  largely  occupying  vehicles.  The  great  majority  of 
horseback  riders  continued  on  in  the  rush.  Those  who  were  stationed 
west  of  Buffalo  Creek,  where  Braden  was,  being  hidden  from  view  by 
the  line  of  timber  from  those  east,  did  not  start  until  12  o'clock. 

The  rush  thus  made  started  from  thirteen  to  fifteen  minutes  before 
twelve.  This  is  the  time  as  fixed  by  the  sergeant,  who  had  charge  of 
the  sentries,  and  the  United  States  marshals,  who  were  superintending 
the  loading  and  moving  of  the  trains,  all  of  whom  were  present  in  the 
vicinity  and  witnessed  the  start. 

It  is  clear  to  my  mind,  &om  the  testimony,  that  Cope  was  with  the 
crowd  that  broke  and  started  at  that  time.    Neither  he  nor  his  wit- 
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nesses  would  swear  that  tbey  were  not  present  in  the  Outlet  prior  to 
twelve  o^clock  on  that  day,  though  the  direct  question  was  put  to  them. 
They  all  claim  they  saw  the  sentry  in  their  vicinity  lower  his  guidon, 
which  they  took  as  a  signal  for  the  start,  and  ran  by  that.  But  it  is 
not  difficult  to  understand  how  the  sentry,  seeing  a  solid  phalanx  of 
on-rushing  settlers,  may  have  become  disconcerted  and  lowered  his 
flag.  Be  this  as  it  may,  however,  the  signal  for  starting  was  under- 
stood to  be  the  flriug  of  a  gun,  and  there  would  seem  to  be  no  excuse 
why,  if  the  settlers  had  been  misled,  they  should  not  have  halted  as 
they  were  ordered  to  do  and,  take  their  places  on  the  line.  This  many 
of  them  did  do,  but  it  is  not  claimed  that  Cope  or  any  of  his  witnesses 
did  so.  In  fact,  it  is  admitted  that  he  never  stopped  after  the  start 
until  he  got  to  bis  land. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  idle  to  attempt  to  argue  that  those 
who  thus  started  in  the  ra«e  did  not  gain  an  advantage  over  those  who 
remained  until  the  law^l  time  for  starting.  Under  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances surrounding  this  premature  entrance,  it  may  be  that  those  who 
made  it  should  not  be  held  disqualified  from  entering  land  in  the  Out- 
let. There  seems  to  have  been  no  premeditation  in  making  this  start. 
It  was  evidently  the  result  of  a  belief  that  the  train  was  moving  into 
the  Outlet,  and  the  restless  mass  took  that  as  a  signal  for 'moving. 

It  is  manifestly  unjust,  however,  that  Cope  should  be  given  the 
advantage  he  gained  by  this  premature  entry,  as  against  one  entering 
the  Outlet  at  the  prescribed  time.  That  he  did  gain  an  advantage 
over  those  remaining  on  the  line  until  the  signal  was  given  to  start,  of 
from  thirteen  to  fifteen  minutes,  is  evident.  If  he  was  the  first  to  arrive 
on  the  land,  all  other  things  in  the  race  being  equal,  he  certainly  had 
the  advantage  of  Braden  to  the  extent  of  the  time  he  made  the  start  in 
advance  of  the  legal  hour,  and  in  my  judgment  he  should  not  be  allowed 
this  advantage. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  contestant  Cope  to  establish  the  £a.ct 
that  he  was  first  upon  the  tract  in  a  strictly  orderly  way.  He  should 
have  shown  with  some  degree  of  accuracy  the  time  that  he  arrived  at 
the  land,  and  under  the  extraordinary  circumstances  surrounding  his 
entrance  into  the  Outlet  this  showing  should  have  been  such  as  to 
enable  the  Department  to  determine  with  reasonable  certainty  the  time 
of  his  arrival.  From  a  critical  examination  of  the  testimony  of  Cope 
and  his  eighteen  witnesses  it  is  found  to  be  impossible  to  ascertain  the 
time  he  did  arrive.  He  says  himself  that  he  got  there  at  12 :42  or  12 :43. 
But  while  he  admits  he  had  a  watch  he  says  he  did  not  consult  it  to 
ascertain  the  exact  time.  Kone  of  his  witnesses  fix  the  time  from  actual 
observation,  except  his  father-in-law  who  saw  him  a  half  a  mile  away  at 
the  time  he — Cope — got  oft'  on  the  land — and  says  he  then  consulted  his 
watch  and  it  was  12.48.  All  the  other  witnesses  approximate  the  time 
as  being  shortly  before  one  o'clock  p.  m. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  number  of  minutes  after  twelve  o'clock 
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noon,  that  Cope  got  to  the  land,  there  should  be  added  thereto  the  num- 
ber of  minutes  before  twelve  o'clock,  that  he  started  from  the  south  line. 
The  evidence  shows  this  to  have  been  thirteen  or  fifteen  minutes. 

Braden  started  in  the  race  at  twelve  o'clock  noon,  on  the  signal  given 
and  ran  directly  to  the  land.  The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  he 
arrived  there  about  12 :55  p.  m.  There  is  no  question  as  to  his  good  faitb 
in  making  the  start,  and  Cope  admits  seeing  him  on  the  land  shortly 
alter  he  got  there. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Braden  lawfully  entered  the  Outlet,  and  the 
further  fact  that  Cope  prematurely  entered  the  same,  as  shown,  together 
with  his  failure  to  show  by  a  clear  preponderance  of  the  testimony  that 
he  did  not  gain  an  advantage  thereby  over  Braden,  I  think  his  entry 
should  be  held  intact  and  the  contest  dismissed. 

It  is  so  ordered  and  your  office  judgment  reversed. 


mOHT  OF  WAY-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1801, 

William  Mabb. 

An  application«fora  right  of  way  under  the  act  of  March  3;  1891,  can  not  be  approved 
iinlefis  it  is  made  to  appear  that  said  right  of  way  is  desired  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  irrigation. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  October 
(F.  L.  0.)  ^^,  1897.  (C.  W.  P.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  August  25, 1897,  submitting 
the  papers  in  the  matter  of  the  appeal  of  William  Marr  from  your  office 
decision  of  June  29,  1897,  upon  his  application  for  right  of  way  under 
sections  18  to  21  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  for  his 
Big  Creek  Reservoir,  Denver  land  district,  Colorado. 

By  your  office  letter  of  March  12, 1897,  you  required  the  applicant 
to  amend  his  certificate  on  the  map,  filed  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891,  to  the  effect  that  "  the  right  of  way  was  desired  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  irrigation."  The  applicant  failing  to  make  the  required  amend- 
ment, your  office,  by  the  decision  appealed  from,  allowed  him  sixty 
days  in  which  to  amend  his  certificate.  Whereupon  the  applicant 
appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  applicant  asks  to  be  relieved  from  said  requirement,  upon  the 
grounds  thftt,  while  the  right  of  way  is  to  be  used  chiefly  for  irrigation, 
yet  a  declaration  to  the  effect  that  it  was  for  that  sole  purpose  would 
endanger  his  water  right  under  the  laws  of  Colorado;  that,  as  settle- 
ments that  will  be  made  along  the  line  of  the  outlet  will  require  water 
for  domestic  purposes,  it  is  also  claimed  for  such  use;  and  that  the 
applicant  also  desires  to  make  use  of  the  water  for  a  limited  period  of 
time  for  manufacturing  purposes,  in  the  operation  of  hydraulic  mining 
machinery,  &c« 
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The  Department,  in  tbe  case  of  the  South  Platte  Oanal  Reservoir 
Co.,  20  L.  D.,  154,  held  that  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  restricts  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  right  of  way  thereby  granted  may  be  used  to  that 
of  irrigation,  and  that  maps  of  location  would  not  be  approved  where 
it  appears  that  the  right  of  way  is  desired  for  any  other  purpose  than 
irrigation,  and  this  ruling  was  adhered  to  in  the  case  of  the  Chaffee 
County  Ditch  and  Canal  Company,  21  L.  D.,  63,  in  these  words: 

Unless  it  is  stated  that  the  sole  purpose  for  which  the  right  of  way  applied  for  is 
desired  to  be  used  is  that  of  irrigation,  the  maps  can  not  be  approred;  nnder  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  referred  to. 

I  am  unable  to  discover  any  error  in  the  construction  of  said  act  and 
the  consequent  ruling  of  the  Department  in  these  cases.  The  reference 
made  by  the  counsel  for  the  applicant  to  the  act  of  January  21, 1895 
(28  Stat,  635),  which  grants  the  right  of  way  for  tram  roads,  canals  or 
reservoirs  to  persons  "  engaged  in  the  business  of  raining  or  quarrying, 
or  of  cutting  timber  and  manufacturing  lumber,"  can  have  no  bearing 
upon  the  act  of  March  3, 1891.  The  act  of  January  21, 1895,  is  not  an 
amendment  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  but  the  permission  provided 
for  in  the  former  is  for  a  different  use,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider what  rights  are  granted  by  said  act,  as  this  application  is  made 
under  the  act  of  March  3, 1891.  I  refer  also  to  the  case  of  H.  W.  O'Mel- 
veny,  24  L,  D.,  560,  in  which  it  is  held  that  the  right  of  way  acts  of 
March  3, 1891,  and  May  14, 1896,  which  is  an  amendment  of  the  act 
of  January  21,  1896,  are  so  different  in  the  character  of  the  estiite 
granted,  as  well  as  the  uses  to  which  the  right  of  way  may  be  devoted, 
that  the  permission  granted  must  rest  upon  one  act  or  the  other. 

Your  office  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


certioilabi-appbai^rtjiib  48  of  practice. 

Wolfe  v.  Cobmaok. 

An  application  for  a  writ  of  certiorari,  on  the  ground  that  the  right  of  appeal  was 
loet  throagh  the  fault  of  the  applicant's  attorney,  must  be  denied,  in  the  absence 
of  any  specific  charge  of  fraud  or  collusion  on  the  part  of  said  attorney. 

An  applicant  for  the  writ  of  certiorari  who  alleges  that  the  Commissioner  erred  in 
not  reviewing  the  decision  of  the  local  office  under  rule  48  of  practice,  should 
set  forth  specifically  the  alleged  irregularity  of  proceeding  on  the  part  of  said 
office;  or  wherein,  with  respect  to  the  interest  of  the  government,  the  decision  of 
said  office  is  contrary  to  existing  laws  or  regulations. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L.  0.)  J3J2^  1897.  (W.  A.  K) 

William  H.  Wolfe  has  filed  his  application  for  an  order  directing 
yoBT  office  to  certify  to  the  Department  the  record  in  the  case  of  said 
Wolfe  V.  Eobert  S.  Cormack,  involving  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  29  K, 
IL  3  E«,  Perry,  Oklahoma,  laud  district. 
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It  appears  that  on  September  27.  1893,  Gormack  made  homestead 
entry  for  the  above  described  tract,  and  on  October  7, 1893,  Wolfe  filed 
affidavit  of  contest  alleging  prior  settlement.  A  bearing  was  had, 
and  as  a  resalt  thereof  the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant.  Personal  service  of  said  decision  was  accepted  by  Wolfe's  attor- 
neys on  November  9, 1896,  and  on  December  16, 1896,  appeal  was  filed. 

Motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  as  not  filed  in  time  was  filed  by  Gormack, 
and  on  May  20,  1897,  your  office  sastained  the  motion,  dismissed  the 
appeal,  and  disposed  of  the  case  under  rule  48  of  practice. 

Wolfe's  motion  for  review  of  this  action  was  denied  by  your  office  on 
August  21,  1897. 

Wolfe  then  filed  appeal  to  the  Department,  wbicb  your  office  declined 
to  forward  for  the  reason  that  as  he  had  failed  to  appeal  in  time  from 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  there  was  no  right  of  further  appeal 
to  the  Department,  whereupon  he  filed  the  present  application  for  writ 
of  certiorari. 

It  is  not  denied  that  notice  of  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  was 
personally  served  upon  Wolfe's  duly  authorized  attorneys  on  November 
9, 1896,  and  that  appeal  was  not  filed  until  December  16, 1896, after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  filing  appeal,  but  it  is  alleged  that 
"your  petitioner's  attorneys  were  not  only  unfaithful  to  their  trust, 
but  your  petitioner  is  honestly  of  the  opinion  that  they  got  all  the 
money  they  could  out  of  him,  and  then  deliberately  sold  him-out." 

While  it  is  evident  that  Wolfe's  attorneys  were  very  negligent,  it  is 
not  shown  that  they  were  gnilty  of  fraud  or  collusion.  His  allegations 
to  that  efi'ect  are  general  and  indefinite  and  seem  to  be  based  on  noth- 
ing more  than  mere  suspicion. 

In  the  case  of  Peacock  v.  Shearer's  Heirs  (19  L.  D.,  211-214),  it  was 
said: 

It  ^you]d  be  a  frnitlefis  nndertaking  in  the  Department  to  attempt  to  relieve  Uti- 
gants  before  it  of  all  the  errors,  real  or  imaginary^  that  they  might  conelnde  their 
attorneys  had  been  guilty  of,  and  in  the  absence  of  speoifio  charges  of  fraud  it  can 
not  do  so. 

The  plaintiff  further  appeals  to  the  supervisory  power  of  the  Secre- 
tary on  the  grounds  that  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  was 
so  contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regulations,  as  shown  on  the  face  of 
the  papers,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  to  go  into  the  merits  of  the  controversy;  that  had  this  been 
done  your  office  decision  would  undoubtedly  have  been  in  his  favor; 
and  that  the  failure  of  your  office  to  go  into  the  merits  of  the  case  and 
render  decision  in  his  favor  is  an  injury  and  wrong  to  him. 

Rule  48  of  practice  provides  that: 

In  case  of  a  failure  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  their  decision 
will  bo  considered  final  as  to  the  facts  in  the  case  and  will  be  disturbed  by  the 
Commissioner  only  as  follows : 

1.  Where  fVaud  or  gross  irregularity  is  suggested  on  the  face  of  the  pupen, 

2.  AVhert^  tlie  decision  is  contrary  to  existing  laws  or  regulations.     •     •     • 
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It  is  not  specillcally  pointed  oat  in  the  petition  wherein  there  was 
fraad  or  gross  irregularity.  The  trial  and  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers  seem  to  have  been  regular  in  every  respect.  As  to  the  second 
exception  to  the  rule,  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  Watts  v,  Forsyth 
(5  L.  D.,  624,)  that  (syllabus): 

The  second  exception  to  rale  48  of  practice  is  only  applicable  when  it  appeal's 
that  the  decision  of  the  local  office  is  "contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regulations," 
as  to  rights  between  the  claimant  and  the  government,  and  not  with  respect  to  the 
preference  rights  of  others. 

No  sufKcient  grounds  being  shown  for  granting  the  application  for 
certiorari,  it  is  hereby  denied. 


HOMESTEAD  BNTBY— TTNAI.  PROOF-EQUITABLB  ACTION. 

Thomas  Henry  Clabke. 

The  failure  of  a  homesteader  to  submit  final  proof  under  an  expired  entry,  within 
the  time  fixed  therefor  by  an  order  of  the  General  Land  Office,  will  not  preclude 
equitable  action  on  said  entry,  where  the  proof  is  subsequently  submitted,  and 
no  adverse  claim  exists. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  October 
(F.  L.  C.)  J23,  1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

On  June  8, 1886,  Thomas  Henry  Clarke  made  homestead  entry  for 
the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  36  N.,  R.  7  W.,  Ean  Claire  land 
district,  Wisconsin. 

The  time  within  which  final  proof  should  be  made,  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law,  having  expired,  your  office  on  two  or 
three  occasions  notified  him  of  that  fact,  and  requested  him  to  make 
such  proof.  Finally,  by  letter  of  October  30, 1895,  your  office  directed 
the  local  officers  to  notify  him  that  unless  he  oflfered  final  proof  or 
appealed  within  sixty  days  from  date  of  such  notification,  his  entry 
would  be  canceled. 

On  May  29, 1896,  the  local  officers  transmitted  to  your  office,  and  your 
office  bas  transmitted  to  the  Department,  a  letter  from  said  Clarke, 
addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  which  the  writer  evidently 
intended  as  an  appeal.  In  said  letter  he  sets  forth  that  his  health  has 
been  poor,  that  his  poverty  has  prevented  his  paying  the  traveling 
expenses  of  witnesses,  etc. 

On  June  15,  1897,  he  made  final  proof,  showing  that  he  settled  and 
established  residence  upon  the  land  before  making  entry  thereof;  that 
he,  with  his  wife  and  children  (the  latter  at  the  date  of  final  proof 
numbering  nine)  have  resided  upon  the  land  continuously;  and  that  he 
has  cultivated  and  improved  the  land  to  an  extent  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law. 

Your  office  was  warranted  in  directing  the  entryman  to  make  final 
proof  within  sixty  days  on  penalty  of  the  cancellation  of  his  entry. 
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Such  proof  was  not  made  until  long  after  the  period  thus  prescribed. 
Nevertheless,  as  the  question  is  one  solely  between  the  entryman  and 
the  government,  and  no  other  person  asserts  any  claim  to  the  land,  you 
are  hereby  directed  to  submit  said  entry  to  the  board  of  equitable 
adjudication  for  confirmation,  under  Eule  33. 


homestead  entry-quax.rpication8  of  entryman. 

William  Gbaham. 

A  homcHtoader  will  not  be  lield  to  be  disqualified  by  reason  of  the  ownership  of  more 
than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  where  it  appears  that  the  aHeged  excess 
was  held  under  a  pre-emption  entry  that  has  been  subsequently  canceled. 

Secretary  BlisH  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 
(F.  L.  C.)  23,  1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

William  Graham  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated 
March  *J8, 189G,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead  entry  for  the  !N.  J 
of  the  SE.  i  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  23,  and  the  NW.  J  of 
the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  24,  T.  160,  E.  67,  Grand  Forks  land  district,  North 
Dakota. 

In  this  case,  upon  a  hearing  had  as  the  result  of  a  report  made  by  a 
detailed  clerk  of  your  office,  the  local  officers,  and  subsequently,  on 
appeal,  your  office,  found  as  a  fact  that  Graham,  at  the  date  of  making 
entry  for  the  land  described,  was  the  proprietor  of  more  than  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres  of  land  in  said  State  of  North  Dakota. 

It  appears  from  the  certificate  of  the  register  of  deeds,  etc.,  found  in 
the  record  in  this  case,  that  said  Graham  was,  on  March  2, 1894,  (the 
date  of  his  homestead  entry,  supra^)  the  owner  of  three  hundred  and 
twenty  acres  of  land;  that  on  February  28,  1894,  (one  day  before  sign- 
ing and  swearing  to  his  application  for  this  entry)  he  executed  a  deed 
purporting  to  convey  said  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  to  his  son, 
Isaac  Graham;  that  said  deed  was  not  placed  of  record,  for  the  reason 
that  the  taxes  on  the  land  so  conveyed  were  due  and  unpaid  (payment 
being,  under  the  laws  of  the  State,  necessary  before  registxatiou  of 
such  instruments);  and  that,  as  late  as  September  26, 1894,  (according 
to  a  reliable  certified  abstract)  the  title  to  said  three  hundred  and 
twenty  acres  of  land  was  still  in  the  name  of  said  William  M.  Graham. 

Your  office  decision  finds  that  said  instrument  was  not  2l  bona  fide 
conveyance,  but  a  mere  subterfuge  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  law, 
and  qualifying  himself,  in  a  technical  but  fraudulent  manner,  to  make 
the  homestead  entry  now  in  dispute. 

Said  deed  purported  to  convey  to  said  Isaac  Graham  the  B.  J  of  the 
SW.  J,  the  NE.  I  of  the  S W.  J,  the  SE.  i  of  the  NW.  i,  and  the  SW.  i 
of  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  8,  and  the  N.  J  of  the  NB.  J,  and  the  SB.  J  of 
NE.  i  of  Sec.  17,  T.  160  N.,  R.  59  W.,  containing  320  acres,  «  more  ar 
less." 
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By  decision  rendered  of  even  date  herewith,  the  Department  directed 
the  cancellation  of  said  Graham's  pre-emption  cash  entry,  made  January 
8, 1894,  for  the  SW.  J  of  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  8,  and  the  N.  J  of  the  NE.  J 
and  the  SE.  ^  of  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  17,  in  said  township  and  range — 
the  same  never  having  been  earned  by  him  by  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law. 

The  land  last  above  described  embraces  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  the  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  described  in  William  Graham's 
said  deed  to  Isaac  Graham.  The  former,  therefore,  at  the  time  he  exe- 
cuted said  deed  purporting  to  convey  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres, 
was  in  fact  the  lawful  owner  of  only  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres.  It 
therefore  becomes  unnecessary  in  this  opinion  to  pass  upon  the  question 
whether  said  deed  was  a  bona  fide  conveyance  or  not.  In  either  event, 
he  was  not  disqualiHed  to  enter  a  quarter  section  of  land  under  the 
homestead  law. 

The  decision  of  your  office  holding  that  he  was  disqualified  for  the 
reason  above  stated  is  therefore  reversed,  and  said  entry  will  remain 
intact,  subject  to  compliance  with  law. 


MINrNG  CLAIM-FIRE  CLAT-BAILROAD  GRANT. 

Alldbitt  v.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co. 

Land  chiefly  valaable  for  its  deposits  of  fire  clay  is  subject  to  location  and  entry 
under  tbe  mining  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  is  included  in  the  exception  of 
'^ mineral  lands''  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  November  6, 1897.  (W.  A.  E.) 

The  land  here  involved,  viz.,  the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  27,  T.  3  S., 
E.  7  B.,  Bozeman,  Montana,  land  district,  is  within  the  primary  limits 
of  the  grant  of  Jnly  2,  18G4  (13  Stats.,  3G5),  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  and  was  listed  by  the  company  on 
July  8, 1891. 

It  appears  that  the  commissioners  appointed  under  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 26,  1895  (28  Stats.,  683)  tx)  examine  and  classify  mineral  lands  in 
the  states  of  Montana  and  Idaho,  returned  this  tract  as  non-mineral 
in  character. 

On  October  5, 1895,  Isaac  Alldritt  filed  a  protest  against  the  classifi- 
cation and  listing,  alleging  that  he  had  discovered  on  the  land  a  valu- 
able deposit  of  fire  clay  and  had  located  a  portion  of  the  tract  as  a 
mining  claim  for  this  deposit  on  July  11,  1895. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  on  this  protest  and  set  for  January  20, 1896, 
but  at  the  request  of  the  railroad  company  it  was  postponed  to  Febru- 
ary 28,  1896.  On  the  latter  named  day  the  protestaut  appeared  and 
submitted  testimony,  bat  the  company  made  default.    As  a  result  of 
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the  hearing  the  local  officers  found  the  land  to  be  more  valaable  for 
mineral  than  for  other  purposes  and  recommended  that  the  listing  be 
canceled  to  the  extent  of  the  conflict. 

Subsequently  the  railroad  company  filed  an  application  to  reopen  the 
case,  and  the  local  officers  being  in  doubt  as  to  whether  they  had  juris- 
diction to  grant  the  same,  forwarded  the  motion  to  your  office  for 
instructions.  Your  office  called  for  the  entire  record,  which  was  for- 
warded, and  considered  the  matter  of  the  protest  on  its  merits  without 
passing  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the  case  should  be  reopened. 

It  was  held  by  your  office,  under  date  of  October  2, 1896,  that  fire 
clay  did  not  fall  within  the  meaning  of  mineral  lands  so  as  to  exclude 
land  containing  this  deposit  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said 
company. 

From  this  decision  the  protestant  has  appealed. 

At  the  request  of  your  office  this  case  has  been  advanced  and  made 
special  for  the  reason  *  that  it  involves  an  important  question  which 
should  be  settled. 

The  question  is  whether  fire  clay  is  a  mineral  within  contemplation 
of  the  exceptions  to  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany, excluding  therefrom  "mineral  lands.'' 

In  the  recent  case  of  Pacific  Coast  Marble  Co.  v.  Northern  Pacific 
R.  1?.  Co.  et  al,  (25  L.  D.,  233),  it  was  held  that  whatever  is  recognized 
as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  authorities,  whether  of  metallic  or  other 
substances,  when  found  in  the  public  lands,  in  quantity  and  quality  suf 
ficient  to  render  the  land  more  valuable  on  account  thereof  than  for 
agricultural  purposes,  must  be  treated  as  coming  within  the  purview  of 
the  mining  laws;  and  further,  that  lands  containing  valuable  mineral 
deposits,  whether  of  the  metalliferous  or  fbssiliferous  class,  of  such 
quantity  and  quality  as  to  render  them  subject  to  entry  under  the 
mining  laws,  are  "mineral  lands"  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as 
used  in  the  exception  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Company 
for  railroad  purposes,  and  to  the  State  for  school  purposes. 

The  deposit  in  that  case  was  marble  instead  of  fire  clay  as  in  the  case 
at  bar,  but  the  reasoning  applies  fully  to  the  present  case.  On  the 
authority  of  said  decision,  therefore,  it  is  held  that  land  valuable  for 
its  deposits  of  fire  clay  is  subject  to  location  and  entry  under  the 
mining  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  is  included  in  the  exception  of 
"mineral  lands"  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company. 

This  raises  the  question,  then,  as  to  whether  the  tract  here  involved 
is  more  valuable  for  mineral  than  for  other  purposes. 

As  stated  above,  the  hearing  was  ex  parte^  the  railroad  company 
making  default. 

In  its  motion  to  reopen  the  case  the  comi)any  alleges  that  an  agree- 
ment was  entered  into  between  J.  H.  Scales,  a  special  agent  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  representing  the  government,  and  Tom  Cooney, 
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the  attorney  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  to  iwstpone 
the  hearing  to  April  16, 1896;  that  the  said  special  agent  wished  to 
examine  the  tract  and  this  could  not  be  done  until  the  snow  was  off 
the  ground;  and  that  owing  to  a  multiplicity  of  duties  the  said  special 
agent  overlooked  the  important  matter  of  notifying  the  local  officers  of 
the  agreement  for  postponement. 

It  does  not  appear  that  AUdritt,  or  his  attorney,  was  consulted  or 
notified  in  any  way  of  this  agreement  to  postpone  the  hearing.  The 
register  and  receiver  had  appointed  a  time  for  the  hearing  and  notified 
the  parties.  Alldritt  appeared  at  that  time  an(i  submitted  testimony. 
It  would  be  unjust  to  him  to  put  him  to  the  expense  of  another  hearing 
on  account  of  an  agreement  for  postponement  that  neither  he  nor  his 
attorney  knew  anything  about  The  hearing  was  regular  in  every 
respect,  was  had  at  the  time  appointed  by  the  local  officers,  and  as  the 
company  does  not  make  a  sufficient  showing  to  warrant  the  reopening 
of  the  case,  the  motion  is  denied. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  the  land  involved  is  rocky  and 
wholly  unfit  for  agricultural  purposes;  that  there  are  not  more  than 
two  acres  of  grass  growing  land  thereon;  that  it  is  underlaid  with  fire 
clay  of  a  superior  quality,  which  crops  out  in  various  places;  and  that 
the  land  is  more  valuable  for  mineral  than  for  other  purposes. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed  and  the  company's  list 
will  be  canceled  as  to  the  laud  here  involved. 


MINING  CLAIM-OIL.  LANDS-RAILROAD  GRANT* 

Union  Oil  Company  (On  Review). 

Lands  chiefly  valuable  on  account  of  the  petroleum  deposits  contained  therein  are 
of  the  character  subject  to  entry  under  the  mining  laws,  and  are  not  subject  to 
selection  as  indemnity  uuder  a  railroad  grant  wherein  ''mineral  lands"  are 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

Under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States  but  one  discovery  of  mineral  is  required 
to  support  a  placer  location,  whether  it  be  of  twenty  acres,  by  an  individual, 
or  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  or  less,  by  an  association  of  persons. 

The  case  of  Ferrell  v.  Hoge  et  ah,  18  L.  D.,  81,  overruled. 

The  Sonthem  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  is  not  entitled  to  make  indemnity  selections  within 
the  forfeited  primary  limits  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Gommissioner  of  the  General  Lan  I  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  November  6, 1897.  (A.  B.  P.) 

This  is  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  August  27, 
1896,  in  the  case  of  the  Union  Oil  Company  (23  L.  D.,  222).  The  motion 
has  been  duly  entertained,  and  properly  matured  for  consideration. 

On  January  16, 1894,  the  Union  Oil  Company  made  mineral  entry 
2^o.  140,  covering  78.82  acres  of  land,  situated  partly  in  section  1,  T.  4 
N.,  R.  20  W.,  and  partly  in  section  6,  T.  4  N.,  K.  19  W,,  Los  Angeles, 
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California,  and  known  as  the  Central  Oil  Mine.  That  portion  situated 
in  section  1,  was,  on  October  3,  1887,  selected  by  the  Soathern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  as  indemnity,  under  its  grant  of  March  3, 1871  (16 
Stat.,  573-9),  per  list  No.  25. 

By  direction  of  your  office,  under  date  of  May  19, 1894,  the  railroad 
company  was  allowed  sixty  days,  upon  notice,  to  show  cause  why  its 
selection  should  not  be  canceled,  and  the  mineral  claimant  was 

required  to  show  a  discovery  of  a  valuable  deposit  of  mineral  for  each  twenty  acre 
tract,  or  fractional  part  thereof,  contained  in  said  Central  Oil'  placer,  the  evidence 
of  such  discovery  to  consist  of  the  affidavits  of  two  or  more  persons. 

From  this  action  the*mineral  claimant  appealed.  The  railroad  com- 
pany, in  answer  to  the  rule  upon  it,  filed  a  paper  in  the  nature  of  a 
protest  against  the  cancellation  of  its  selection,  alleging  that  lands 
containing  petroleum  are  not  ^^  mineral  lands,"  within  the  meaning  of 
that  term  as  used  in  its  grant. 

In  the  decision  complained  of  it  was  held,  in  substance  and  effect: 

1.  That  lauds  containing  petroleum  are  not  subject  to  location  and 
entry  under  the  mining  laws; 

2.  That  such  lands  do  not  fall  within  the  meaning  of  the  exception 
of  ''all  mineral  lands"  from  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company;  and 

3.  That  even  if  such  lands  were  subject  to  location  and  entry  under 
the  mining  laws,  the  discovery  of  mineral  on  each  twenty  acres  of  the 
claim,  is  a  legal  prerequisite  to  a  valid  location. 

The  errors  assigned  in  the  motion  for  review  need  not  be  given  in 
detail.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  in  effect,  they  deny  the  correctness 
of  the  several  holdings  of  said  decision.  The  further  claim  was  made 
in  the  argument  of  counsel,  that  the  entry  here  involved,  in  the  event 
the  principles  of  said  decision  are  adhered  to,  should  be  held  as  con- 
firmed by  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  11, 1897  (29  Stat.,  526);  and 
that  independently  of  the  mineral  question,  the  railroad  comx)any  i>os- 
sesses  no  right  of  selection  under  its  grant,  as  to  the  lands  in  section  1. 

A  number  of  cases,  involving  substantially  the  same  questions  raised 
by  the  motion,  were  decided  by  the  Department  about  the  same  time  or 
shortly  after  the  decision  in  this  case  was  rendered,  and  in  each  case 
the  ruling  was  based  upon  that  decision.  Motions  for  review  have  been 
filed  in  all  the  cases,  and  it  is  represented  that  large  and  valuable 
interests  are  dependent  upon  the  conclusion  to  be  finally  reached.  The 
questions  presented  are  purely  questions  of  law.  There  ap]>ears  to  be 
no  dispute  as  to  the  facts.  In  view  of  the  allowance  by  the  local  ofilee 
of  the  mineral  entry,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  the  con- 
trary, it  will  be  assumed  that  the  lands  are  chiefly  valuable  for  the 
deposits  of  petroleum  they  contain,  and  that  in  this  respect  the  entry 
was  regular,  if  such  lauds  are  subject  to  mineral  entry  at  all. 

Upon  this  question  the  theory  of  the  decision  complained  of  appears 
to  be  that  only  lands  containing  metallic  minerals,  such  as  gold,  silver, 
cinnabar,  lead,  tin,  copper,  and  deposits  of  like  nature,  were  within  the 
contemplation  of  Congress  in  the  enactment  of  the  mining  statutes, 
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and  in  making  tbe  exception  of  '^all  mineral  lands"  from  the  grant  to 
the  railroad  company;  that  though  scientifically  speaking,  petroleum 
is  a  mineral,  yet  it  is  not  such  a  mineral  as  will  render  lands  containing 
it,  and  chiefly  valuable  on  account  thereof,  subject  to  entry  under  the 
nnning  laws,  or  exclude  them  from  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company. 
It  is  insisted  by  the  mineral  claimant,  both  as  a  matter  of  original 
construction,  and  in  view  of  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Land  Depart- 
ment for  over  twenty  years  in  permitting  oil  lands  to  be  entered  and 
patented  under  the  placer  mining  laws,  that  said  decision  is  wrong  and 
should  be  revoked. 

The  provisions  of  the  mining  statutes,  as  at  present  codified  from  the 
act  of  May  10,  1872  (17  Stat.,  91-2),  and  other  acts  on  the  subject,  are 
to  be  found  in  the  Eevised  Statutes,  sections  2318  to  2352,  inclusive. 

Section  2318  provides  that: 

In  all  cases  lauds  valaable  for  minerals  shall  be  reserved  from  sale^  except  as 
otherwise  expressly  directed  by  law. 

Section  2319  provides  that: 

All  valuable  mineral  deposits  in  lands  belonging  to  tbe  United  States,  both  sur- 
vej^ed  and  nnsurveyed,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  free  and  open  to  exploration  and 
purchase,  and  the  lands  in  which  they  are  found,  to  occupation  and  purchase 

under  regulations  prescribed  by  law,  and  according  to  the  local  customs 

or  rules  of  miners  in  the  several  mining  districts,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable 
and  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Sections  2320  to  2328,  inclusive,  prescribe  rules  and  regulations  to 
govern  the  location  of  "mining  claims  upon  veins  or  lodes  of  quartz  or 
other  rock  in  place  bearing  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  lead,  tin,  copper,  or 
other  valuable  deposits,"  and  provide  the  manner  of  obtaining  title  from 
the  government  for  such  mining  claims. 

By  section  2329  it  is  provided  that: 

Claims  usually  called  ''placers'',  including  all  forms  of  deposit,  excepting  veins  of 
quartz,  or  other  rock  in  place,  shall  be  subject  to  entry  and  patent,  under  like  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  and  upon  similar  proceedings,  as  are  provided  for  vein  or  lode 
claims. 

It  is  under  this  last  section  that  the  application  for  patent  by  the 
mineral  claimant  is  preferred. 

The  first  departmental  circular  on  the  subject  of  the  mining  laws,  was 
issued  by  Commissioner  Drummond  of  the  General  Land  Office,  on  July 
15,  1873  (Copp's  Mineral  Lands,  61).  In  defining  what  constitutes  "a 
valuable  mineral  deposit"  within  the  meaning  of  those  laws,  the  Com- 
missioner said: 

That  whatever  is  recognized  as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  authorities  on  the  sub- 
ject, where  the  same  is  found  in  quantity  and  quality  to  render  the  land  sought  to  be 
patented  more  valuable  on  this  account  than  for  purposes  of  agriculture,  should  be 
treated  by  this  office  as  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  mining  act  of  May  10, 1872. 

It  was  further  stated : 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  so  comprehensive,  and  capable  of  such  liberal  con- 
struction, that  I  cannot  avoid  the  conclusion  that  Congpress  intended  it  as  a  general 
mining  law,  ''to  promote  the  development  of  the  mining  resources  of  the  United 
2670— VOL  26 23 
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States,"  and  to  afford  a  method  whereby  parties  holding  the  possessory  right  under 
local  laws  and  regulations  conld  secure  title  to  tracts  containing  valuable  accretions 
or  deposits  of  mineral  substances,  except  when  a  speciallaw  might  intervene,  reserv- 
ing from  sale,  or  regulating  the  disposal  of,  particularly  specified  mineral-bearing 
lands. 

In  answer  to  certain  inquiries  which  gave  rise  to  the  circalar,  it  was 
said: 

I  therefore  reply  that  lands  valnable  on  account  of  borax,  carbonate  of  soda,  nitrate 
of  soda,  sulphur,  alum,  and  asphalt,  as  well  as  ''all  valuable  mineral  deposits,''  may 
be  applied  for  and  patented  under  the  provisions  of  the  mining  act  of  May  10,  1872. 

Following  this  circular,  on  January  30, 1875,  it  was  held  by  Commis- 
sioner Burdett,  that  lands  containing  valuable  deposits  of  petroleum 
may  be  entered  under  the  mining  act  of  1872  (Sickles'  Mining  Laws, 
491);  and  on  March  31,  1882,  Commissioner  McFarland,  after  stating 
that  'Mands  containing  deposits  of  petroleum  have  been  entered  as 
placers  and  patented  as  such,"  held  ^^  that  lands  of  that  character  are 
subject  to  entry  and  disposal  according  to  the  law  and  regulations  relat- 
ing to  placer  claims." 

In  the  case  of  W.  H,  Hooper  (1  L.  D.,  660-1881),  the  views  expressed 
in  the  circular  of  July  15, 1873,  were  concurred  in  and  approved  by 
Secretary  Kirk  wood.  And  in  the  case  of  Maxwell  u.  Brierly  (10  C.  L. 
O.,  50-1883),  Secretary  Teller,  after  referring  to  said  circular  with 
approval,  held  that  lands  containing  deposits  of  '*  gypsum  and  lime- 
stone, .  .  .  aspbaltum,  borax,  auriferous  cement,  fire-clay,  kaolin, 
mica,  marble,  petroleum,  slate,  and  other  substances,"  when  more  val- 
uable on  account  of  such  deposits  than  for  agricultural  purposes,  are 
subject  to  the  operation  of  the  mining  laws. 

Such  are  some  of  the  reported  rulings  and  decisions  of  the  Jjand 
Department,  made  shortly  after  the  mineral  land  laws  became  a  part 
of  the  public  land  system,  and  by  the  officers  of  the  government, 
charged  with  their  administration.  As  contemporaneous  and  uniform 
interpretation,  tbey  are  entitled  to  great  consideration. 

From  an  examination  of  the  records  of  your  office,  which  I  have 
caused  to  be  made,  it  is  ascertained  that  ever  since  the  circular  of  July 
15, 1873,  until  the  date  of  the  decision  complained  of,  the  pnicticeof 
allowing  entry  and  patent  for  lands  chiefly  valuable  for  their  deposits 
of  petroleum,  under  the  law  and  regulations  relating  to  placer  claims, 
has  been  continuous  and  uniform.  Under  this  practice  a  large  number 
of  patents  bave  been  issued,  and  very  large  and  valuable  proiierty 
interests  have  been  acquired.  Until  the  decision  in  this  case,  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  practice  does  not  appear  to  have  been  questioned,  and 
for  that  reason  no  case  distinctly  presenting  such  a  question  ever 
reached  this  Department.  The  case  of  the  Pirn  Oil  Company  (16  L.  D., 
117)  was  a  contest  between  said  company  as  applicant  for  patent  under 
the  mining  laws,  for  several  ^^oil  mine"  claims,  and  a  homestead  entry- 
man  of  a  part  of  the  lands  embraced  in  the  mineral  locations;  but  no 
question  as  to  whether  the  lands  were  of  the  character  subject  to 
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mineral  entry,  appears  to  have  been  discassed.  The  decision,  which 
was  in  favor  of  the  mineral  claimant,  was  nevertheless  an  adjudication 
to  the  efiect  that  oil  lands  are  mineral  lands  subject  to  location  and 
entry  under  the  mining  laws,  if  the  requisite  conditions  as  to  value  are 
shown  to  exist;  otherwise  the  mineral  locations  could  not  have  been 
sustained  as  against  the  homestead  entry  subsequently  allowed.  The 
principle,  though  not  discussed,  was  necessarily  involved,  and  the  deci- 
sion sustaining  the  mineral  locations  and  entry,  is  therefore  not  without 
weight.  The  case  of  Roberts  v.  Jepson,  (4  L.  D.,  60),  was  a  similar  con- 
test. It  was  there  held  by  Secretary  Lamar  that  the  mineral  claimant 
had  '<  failed  to  establish  the  character  of  the  land  as  oil  land,  and, 
therefore,  subject  to  location  under  the  mineral  laws." 

Sufticjient  has  been  said  to  show  that  ever  since  the  circular  of  July 
16, 1873,  until  the  date  of  the  decision  under  review,  the  practice  of  the 
Land  Department  has  uniformly  been  to  allow  entries  under  the  mining 
laws  of  lands  containing  valuable  deposits  of  petroleum,  and  that  this 
view  has  obtained  to  such  an  extent  that  many  titles  to  lands  patented 
as  mineral  because  of  the  valuable  oil  deposits  contained  therein,  are 
now  dependent  upon  it.  Such  having  been  the  generally  accepted  view 
for  so  long  a  time,  and  extensive  property  rights  having  ))een  acquired 
under  the  law  as  thus  construed  by  the  oHicers  of  the  government 
whose  duty  it  was  to  administer  it,  the  demands  of  simple  justice  would 
seem  to  require  that  there  should  be  no  departure  from  that  construc- 
tion at  this  late  day,  unless  called  for  by  the  clearest  evidence  of  error, 
as  well  as  the  strongest  reasons  of  public  policy. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v,  Moore  (95  U.  S.,  760)  the  supreme 
court  said : 

Tbe  construction  given  to  a  statute  by  those  charged  with  the  duty  of  executing 
it  is  always  entitled  to  the  most  respectful  consideration,  and  ought  not  to  be  over- 
ruled without  cogent  reasons. 

And  in  Brown  v.  United  States  (113  U.  S.,  568)  it  was  held  that: 

In  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  and  ambiguous  law,  tbe  contemporaneous  con- 
struction of  those  who  are  called  upon  to  act  under  the  law,  and  were  appointed  to 
carry  its  provisions  into  effect,  is  entitled  to  great  respect. 

These  authorities  are  directly  in  point,  and  in  view  thereof,  the  con- 
struction in  question,  even  though  it  were  regarded  of  doubtful  cor- 
rectness, as  an  original  proposition,  should,  in  my  judgment,  be  sus- 
tained. 

It  is  proper,  in  this  connection,  to  refer  to  the  act  of  February  11, 
1897,  supra,  passed  soon  after  the  decision  under  review  was  rendered. 
By  that  act  it  was  provided: 

That  any  person  authorized  to  enter  lands  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United 
States,  may  enter  and  obtain  patent  to  lands  containing  petroleum  or  other  mineral 
oiN,  and  chiefly  valuable  therefor,  under  the  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  placer 
mining  claims:  ProHded,  That  lands  containing  sucii  petroleum  or  other  mineral 
oila  which  have  heretofore  been  tiled  upon,  claimed^  or  improved  as  miuerai,  but  not 
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yet  patented,  may  be  held  aud  patented  under  the  provisions  of  this  act  the  same  as 
if  such  tilings  claim  or  improvement  were  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  passage 
thereof. 

The  language  of  the  act  clearly  indicates,  and  the  debates  of  Con- 
gress, as  well  as  the  report  of  the  Public  Lands  Ooniuiittee  of  the 
House  on  the  bill,  unmistakably  show,  that  it  was  passed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  restoring  the  practice  which  had  prevaik»d  in  the  Land  Depar^ 
nient  prior  to  tlie  decision  under  review.  In  the  House  Committee's 
report  reference  was  made  to  that  decision  in  connection  with  some  of  the 
earlier  rulings  on  the  subject,  as  hereinbefore  set  out,  and  inter  aiia^  it 
was  said : 

Public  lands  containing  petroleum  and  other  mineral  oils  have  been  held  and 
patented  under  the  placer  niiuing  acts  of  the  United  States  for  many  years  past 
.  .  .  .  The  bill  simply  provides  by  legislation  for  procedure  in  the  entry  and 
patenting  of  those  lands  along  the  lines  that  have  been  pursued  in  the  past  under 
the  decisions  of  the  General  I^and  Office;  bo  that  there  is  no  departure  whatever  from 
the  procedure  in  the  pant  for  the  development  and  acquirement  of  such  properties. 

This  legislative  ac^tion,  so  promptly  taken  after  the  departure  from  the 
earlier  rulings  and  the  long  established  practice  thereuuder,  is  signifi- 
cant, and  can  hardly  be  considered  as  less  than  a  disapproval  by  Con- 
gress of  the  changed  ruling. 

Several  cases  were  cited  in  the  argument  from  the  supreme  court  of 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  on  the  question  as  to  whether  petroleum  is 
a  mineral  within  the  meaning  of  certain  mineral  reservations  in  C4)u- 
tracts  and  deeds  of  conveyance  between  private  parties.  One  case  is 
quoted  from  quite  extensively  in  the  decision  under  review.  None  of 
these  cases,  however,  involv^ed  the  meaning  of  the  word  ''mineral,"  or 
the  term  "mineral  lands,"  as  used  in  the  public  land  laws,  or  in  grants 
to  railroad  companies.  They  cannot  be  relied  upon,  therefore,  as  con- 
trolling precedents,  or,  in  my  judgment,  as  persuasive  authority  of  much 
weight,  in  the  decision  of  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  Gird  et  al.  v,  California  Oil  Company,  decided  in  1894, 
by  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the  southern  district  of  Cali- 
fornia (CO  Fed.  Kep.,  531),  certain  lances  containing  valuable  deposits 
of  oil  were  involved.  Kach  party  to  the  controversy  asserted  claim 
under  the  mining  laws,  and  the  suit  was  to  determine  the  right  of  pos- 
session.   In  its  opinion  the  court  said : 

The  premises  in  controversy  are  oil  bearing  lands,  the  government  title  to  which, 
nnder  existing  laws,  can  alone  be  acquired  pursuant  to  the  proTisions  of  the  mining 
laws  relating  to  phwer  claims. 

The  right  of  possession  was  adjudged  to  the  defendant;  and  it  will 
be  observed  that  the  adjudication  was  under  the  then  existing  mining 
laws,  relating  to  placer  claims.  This  was  in  entire  harmony  with  the 
contemporaneous  and  long  continued  constructioii  by  the  Land, Depart- 
ment, as  hereinbefore  shown. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Pacific  Coast  Marble  Comi^any  v.  Kortheru 
Pacific  Itailroad  Company  and  State  of  Washington  (25  L,  D.,  233)  the 
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direct  (inestion  as  to  wbat  are  "mineral  lands"  within  tbe  mejiniiig  of 
the  mining  laws  and  the  exceptions  contained  in  railroad  and  other 
land  grants  by  Congress,  was  involved.  After  an  elaborate  and  ex- 
lianstive  consideration  of  tbe  subject,  the  Department  there  decided 
to  adliere  to  tbe  rule: 

That  whatever  is  recofrnized  as  a  mineral  by  the  standard  anthorities  on  the  sub- 
ject, whether  of  metallic  or  other  snbstances,  when  the  same  is  fonnd  in  tlie  public 
lands  in  quantity  and  quality  saflficient  to  render  the  land  more  valuable  on  accoant 
thereof  than  for  agricultural  purposes^  should  be  treated  as  coming  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  mining  laws. 

And  it  was  farther  held: 

That  lands  containing  valuable  mineral  deposits,  wh«>ther  of  the  metalliferous  or 
fossiliferous  rlass,  of  such  quantity  and  quality  as  to  render  them  subject  to  entry 
under  the  mining  laws — that  is,  when  they  are  more  valuable  on  account  of  such 
mineral  deposits  than  for  ujs^ricultural  purposes — are  "mineral  lands"  within  the 
meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in  the  exception  from  the  grants  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany and  to  the  State. 

Congress,  by  tbe  act  of  February  11, 1S97,  supra,  expressly  recognized 
])etroleum  as  a  mineral  oil,  and  it  was  not  disputed  in  tbe  argument 
that  the  same  is  recognized  as  a  mineral  by  tbe  standard  authorities 
on  the  subject,  nor  is  it  denied  that  the  lands  in  question  arc  chiefly 
valuable  on  account  of  tbe  deposits  of  petroleum  contained  in  them. 
They,  therefore,  come  clearly  within  tbe  principle  and  rulings  of  the 
case  last  cited,  tbe  discussion  in  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat,  and 
in  view  thereof,  as  well  as  of  tbe  long  continued  practice  of  the  Land 
Department  in  permitting  tbe  entry  and  patent  of  oil  lands  as  mineral, 
as  hereinbefore  set  out,  it  must  be  held  that  they  are  lands  of  the  char- 
acter subject  to  entry  under  the  mining  laws;  and  for  that  reason  tbe 
portion  thereof  situated  in  section  1,  could  not  be  legally  selected  as 
indemnity  by  tbe  railroad  company  even  if  its  right  to  select  the  same 
were  otherwise  conceded. 

These  conclusions  render  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  matter  of  tbe 
confirmatory  operation  of  the  act  of  February  11,  1897,  supra. 

We  are  brought,  however,  to  tbe  further  question  raised  in  the  argu- 
ment: What  are  the  rights  of  tbe  railroad  company  under  its  grant, 
independently  of  tbe  mineral  question,  with  respect  to  tbe  land  in  sec- 
tion If  This  land  was  within  tbe  primary  limits  of  tbe  grant  by  act  of 
July  27,  ISOO  (14  Stat.,  292),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  tbe  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Railroad.  It  is  opposite  tbe  uncompleted  portion  of  that 
road  and  was  consequently  included  in  the  forfeiture  declared  by  the 
act  of  July  6, 1896  (24  Stat.,  123).  It  is  also  within  tbe  indemnity  limits 
of  the  grant,  supra,  to  tbe  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

The  question  as  to  the  right  of  tbe  Southern  Pacific  company  to 
make  indemnity  selections  within  the  forfeited  primary  limits  of  the 
grant  to  tbe  Atlantic  and  Pacific  has  been  finally  determined  adversely 
to  the  Southern  Pacific  by  the  supreme  court  in  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.  V.  United  States  (168  U.  S., ),  and  a  discussion  of 
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any  claimed  rights  under  the  railroad's  selection  of  the  land  here  in 
question  is,  therefore,  unnecessary. 

The  only  remaining  question  to  be  determined  relates  to  the  doctrine 
announced  in  the  decision  under  review,  following  the  case  of  Ferrell 
V.  Hoge  (18  L.  D.,  81),  to  the  effect  that  the  mining  laws  of  the  United 
States  absolutely  require  a  d  scovery  of  mineral  on  each  twenty  acres 
of  a  placer  location.  It  is  insisted  that  the  doctrine  is  without  just 
foundation  in  the  statute,  and  that  its  application,  especially  incases 
like  the  present  one,  would  tend  to  subvert  rather  than  promote  the 
main  purpose  of  the  law  (which  was  to  encourage  the  development  of 
the  mineral  resources  of  the  country),  for  the  reason  that  by  the  sink- 
ing of  a  discovery  shaft  on  each  twenty  acres  of  an  oil  claim  of  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  or  less,  the  oil  in  its  crude  state  would  be 
attracted  to  the  several  vents  thus  opened,  instead  of  being  dnivvn  to 
the  main  well  or  working  shaft  of  the  claim — a  thing  said  to  be  in  all 
cases  essential  to  the  development  and  profitable  working  of  such  claims. 

As  sliown  by  the  statutes  hereinbefore  quoted,  placer  claims  are 
made  *' subject  to  entry  and  patent,  under  like  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions, and  upon  similar  proceedings,  as  are  provided  for  vein  or  lode 
claims."  On  the  point  now  being  considered,  the  ''circumstances  and 
conditions,"  and  the  "proceedings,"  requisite  in  vein  or  lode  claims, 
are,  that  ^Mio  location  of  a  mining  claim  shall  be  made  until  the  dis- 
covery of  the  vein  or  lode  within  the  limits  of  the  claim  located." 

This  provision  of  the  law  distinctly  makes  discovery  the  basis  of  all 
vein  or  lode  claims.  There  can  be  no  legal  location  until  there  has  been 
a  discovery.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  discovery  and  not  discoveries 
is  what  is  required  on  each  claim  before  location.  This  requirement 
or  condition  api)lies  to  every  claim  whatever  its  dimensions,  whether 
equal  to  or  less  than  the  maximum  area  allowed.  Placer  claims  are 
declared  to  be  subject  to  entry  and  patent  under  like  circumstances  and 
conditions  and  upon  similar  proceedings.  The  statute  demands  that  dis- 
covery shall  precede  a  vein  or  lode  location,  and  the  only  demand  as  to 
placer  claims,  is  that  they  shall  be  preferred  under  like  circumstances 
and  conditions,  and  upon  similar  ])roceedings.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  requiring  different  proceedings  in  the  matter  of  discovery  on 
placer  claims,  from  those  required  for  vein  or  lode  claims.  The  law  is 
precisely  the  same  in  both  cases:  that  no  location  can  be  made  until 
there  has  been  a  discovery  of  mineral  within  the  limits  of  the  claim 
located.  A  placer  location,  if  made  by  an  association  of  persons,  may 
include  as  much  as  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres.  It  is  nevertheless 
a  single  location,  and  as  such,  only  one  'discovery  is,  by  the  statute, 
required  to  support  it.  The  provision  in  section  2331,  that ''no  such 
location  shall  include  more  than  twenty  acres  for  each  individual  claim- 
ant," does  not  militate  against  this  view.  A  placer  location  may  be  of 
a  greater  or  less  quantity  of  land,  according  to  the  number  of  persons 
uniting  in  it,  the  only  limitations  in  this  respect  being  that  it  shall  not 
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include  more  tlian  twenty  acres  for  each  individnal,  or  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres,  as  a  whole.  Whatever  its  area,  however,  but  one  discov- 
ery of  mineral  within  the  limits  of  the  chiim  is  required  to  precede  its 
location.  If  it  be  of  twenty  acres,  located  by  one  or  more  persons,  it 
must  be  based  on  discovery;  or,  if  it  be  or  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres, 
by  eight  or  more  persons,  it  is  but  one  location,  and  but  one  discovery 
is  required  by  the  statute.  This  was  the  construction  given  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Montana  (1894)  in  the  case  of  McDonald  v,  Montana 
Wood  Oo.  (35  Pac.  Rep.,  608),  and  it  seems  to  be  in  accord  with  both 
the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  law.  In  view  thereof,  and  of  what  luis  been 
herein  said  on  this  point,  I  am  constrained  to  hold  that  but  one  discov- 
ery of  mineral  is  required  to  support  a  mining  location  under  the  i)lacer 
law^s,  whether  it  be  of  twenty  acres  by  an  individual,  or  of  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres  or  less,  by  an  association  of  persons.  The  case  of 
Ferrell  v.  Hoge  et  aZ.,  supra^  is  overruled. 

This  discussion  and  ruling  is  confined  to  the  discovery  required  by 
the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  case 
is  affected  by  any  local  laws  or  regulations,  and  it  is,  therefore,  not 
necessary  to  now  consider  or  determine  the  authority  of  a  State  or 
mining  district  to  make  regulations  governing  the  matter  of  discovery. 

It  follows  from  the  foregoing  that  the  decision  under  review  must  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  vacated.  The  mineral  entry  in  question  will 
be  allowed  to  stand,  and  if  satisfactory  in  other  respects  than  those 
herein  considered,  may  be  passed  to  patent. 


CONTEST-IlELTNQUISHMENT-INTEItVENING  ENTRY. 

MgGbegob  V.  Owen  et  al. 

Where  a  relinqnishment  is  filed  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest;  on  which  notice 
has  not  issaed,  and  a  third  party  is  anowed  to  enter  the  land  involved,  the  bur- 
den is  npon  the  contestant  to  show  that  the  charge,  as  laid  in  said  contest,  is 
well  founded. 

A  relinqnishment  can  not  be  held  to  be  the  result  of  a  contest,  where,  at  the  date  of 
it«  execution,  notice  had  not  issued  on  said  contest,  and  the  entrynian  iu  good 
faith  had  cured  any  default  on  his  part  that  may  have  existed  prior  thereto. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
(VV.  V.  D.)  11, 1897.  (0.  J.  G). 

The  record  in  this  case  is  as  follows: 

On  April  20, 1892,  Fernando  F.  Owen  made  homestead  entry  for  lots 
7  and  8  and  the  B.  i  8W.  i  of  Sec.  32,  T.  12  N.,  R.  7  W.,  Oklahoma 
land  district,  Oklahoma;  and  on  September  17  following,  he  relin- 
quished the  £.  i  SW.  i  of  said  entry  in  settlement  of  a  contest  with 
an  adverse  claimant. 

On  October  22,  1892,  Clarence  H.  McGregor  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test, dated  October  20,  1892,  against  Owen's  entry  alleging  abandon- 
ment and  failure  to  establish  residence. 
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On  June  16, 1893,  Owen  relinqaished  the  remainder  of  his  said  entry, 
namely,  lots  7  and  8,  and  Nathaniel  B.  Beach  made  homestead  entry 
therefor.  In  the  mean  time  no  notice  was  issued  nor  hearing  had  on 
McGregor's  contest. 

On  August  25, 1893,  proceedings  were  instituted  by  McGregor  assert- 
ing his  preference  right  to  enter  the  land  by  reason  of  his  contest 
against  Owen's  entry,  and  Beach  was  required  to  show  cause  why  his 
entry  should  not  be  canceled.  On  September  7,  following,  Beach  tiled 
his  showing  wherein  it  was  set  out  that  he  purchased  Owen's  relin- 
quishment for  valuable  consideration,  and  that  his  entry  was  made  in 
good  faith ;  that  the  charges  in  the  contest  affidavit  were  not  true  and 
that  the  records  of  the  local  office  failed  to  show  any  contest  against 
the  land  in  question.  He  also  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  McGregor's 
contest  because  the  affidavit  was  premature,  six  months  not  having 
elapsed  since  the  entry  of  Owen  to  date  of  the  contest  affidavit.  This 
motion  was  sustained  and  McGregor  appealed  to  your  office,  where 
under  date  of  October  1,  1891,  the  case  was  remanded  for  a  hearing. 

Upon  the  testimony  submitted  the  local  office,  on  August  31, 1895, 
rendered  the  following  decision : 

That  Beach  paid  Owen  $515  for  his  improvements  and  relinquishment;  that  there 
was  no  notation  of  this  contest  on  the  tract  book  at  the  time  Beach  examined  it. 
It  is  also  in  evidence  that  Beach  had  heard  that  McGregor  had  filed  a  contest  a;;.'iiii8t 
said  entry  and  contest  docket  ''  D  "  shows  that  said  contest  had  been  filed  on  <  IctolxT 
22, 1892.  Owen  says  that  McGregor  told  him  that  he  placed  said  contest  on  tlie  rec- 
ords to  protect  the  entry — in  other  words  that  the  contest  was  "friendly" — and  that 
he,  Owen,  only  relinquished  because  he  considered  that  he  had  got  enongh  for  it. 
McGregor  denies  telling  Owen  or  others  that  it  was  a  friendly  contest.  Owen  admits 
that  he  moved  into  his  house  the  22,  or  23,  of  October,  1892.  An  effort  is  made  to 
contradict  him  by  the  witness  Hudson,  who  says  that  he  hauled  Owen  and  his  goods 
£rom  £1  Reno  to  the  claim  on  the  17th  day  of  October,  1892;  that  he  found  Owen  in 
£1  Reno  about  2  o'clock  that  day.  Hudson  is  very  flatly  contradicted  by  Jaseph 
NeweH  who  swears  that  he  and  Owen  started  on  a  hunt  on  the  17th  day  of  October, 
1892,  at  about  11  o'clock  a.  m.  of  that  day  and  returned  on  the  22nd. 

We  think,  under  the  evidence,  conflicting  as  it  is,  that  the  issaes  are  to  be  foand 
in  favor  of  the  contestant. 

Beach's  entry  was  accordingly  recommended  for  cancellation,  from 
which  decision  he  appealed  to  your  office. 

On  April  21, 1896,  your  office  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local  office, 
concluding  as  follows : 

It  is  shown  that  Owen's  return  to  the  land  was  in  good  faith  and  that  it  was  not 
in  pursuance  of  any  threatened  contest  by  McGregor.  It  also  appears  if  Owen  ha<l 
not  reached  the  land  on  October  22, 1892,  when  the  contest  was  filed,  which  is  donht- 
ful,  that  he  cured  liis  laches  before  any  notice  of  contest  was  issued  or  served. 

An  entryman  contested  on  the  ground  of  abandonment  can  show  that  he  had  cured 
his  laches  before  service  of  notice,  and  an  intervening  entryman  can  likewise  show 
that  the  prior  entryman  had  cured  his  laches.  The  foundation  of  any  right  or  claim 
the  contestant  may  acquire  is  the  truth  of  the  charge  made  against  the  entry,  and 
the  relinquishment  of  an  entry  pending  a  contest  and  the  intervention  of  another 
entry  does  not  relieve  the  contestant  of  this  burden  in  the  presence  of  snch  adverse 
right.    There  is  no  reason  why  the  contestant  should  not  be  raqnired  to  earn  the 
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benefit  under  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  and  if  the  charge  is  false,  or 
for  any  <rood  reason  cannot  be  maintained,  then  any  claim  thereander  would  be  an 
unconscionable  one. 

I  find  that  McGregor  has  no  claim  to  the  said  land  either  in  equity  or  under  any 
of  the  tecliuical  rulings  of  the  Department. 

There  is  some  doubt  that  the  contest  was  ever  filed  in  good  faith.  However  this 
may  be,  no  notice  was  ever  issued  thereon  or  any  step  taken  to  obtain  a  hearing, 
until  the  entry  attacked  had  been  relinquished,  and  after  the  entryman^  if  he  had 
been  guilty  of  laches,  had  cured  them. 

McGregor  has  appealed  to  this  Department,  alleging  as  error,  sub- 
stantially, all  the  findings  of  your  office. 

As  a  question  of  law  it  is  contended  by  McGregor  that  only  Owen 
himself  has  the  right  to  make  the  affirmative  defense  that  his  default 
was  cured  before  notice,  said  defense  being  a  personal  one  and  not 
transferable.  Such  contention  does  not  seem  to  be  well  made.  In  the 
case  of  O'Connor  v.  Hall  et  al,  (13  L.  D.,  34)  it  was  held — 

An  entry  allowed  on  a  relinquishment  during  the  pendency  of  contest  proceedings, 
should  not  be  canceled  in  the  interest  of  the  contestant,  on  the  subsequent  successful 
termination  of  the  contest,  without  affording  such  intervening  entryman  an  oppor- 
tunity to  show  cause  why  the  contestant  is  not  entitled  to  enter  the  land. 

In  the  case  at  bar  ^IcGregor  is  not  a  successful  contestant,  while  on 
the  other  hand  Beach  filed  with  the  relinquishment  his  application  to 
enter,  which  was  allowed.  This  gave  him  a  claim  of  record  which 
could  not  be  canceled  without  due  process  of  law.  In  the  face  of  this 
claim  of  record  the  burden  was  upon  the  contestant  to  sustain  the 
charges  contained  in  his  affidavit,  which  were  necessarily  directed  to 
the  laches  of  the  entryman.  Thus  Beach,  as  the  purchaser  of  the 
entryman's  relinquishment,  was  properly  in  a  position  to  show  in 
defence  that  the  said  entryman  never  abandoned  the  land  as  charged 
or  that  he  had  cured  his  laches,  Beach's  rights  being  dependent  upon 
such  showing,  or  rather  upon  the  failure  of  McGregor  to  prove  his 
charges. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  as  to  many  important  facts  is  very  con- 
flicting. Several  witnesses,  as  set  out  in  both  the  decisions  below, 
testified  that  the  contestant  had  declared  that  his  contest  was  a 
"friendly"  one  brought  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  Owen's  entry. 
The  former  relations  of  the  contestant  and  entryman  would  seem  to  lend 
some  strength  to  such  a  belief.  It  was  shown  that  the  contestant  was 
employed  to  build  the  entryman's  house  on  this  land.  The  positive 
testimony  of  these  witnesses,  which  was  only  contradicted  by  the  entry- 
man  himself,  justifies  the  finding  of  your  office,  namely,  "there  is  some 
doubt  that  the  contest  was  ever  filed  in  good  faith." 

The  contestaiit's  affidavit  is  dated  October  20,  1892,  but  he  says  that 
it  was  sworn  to  on  the  evening  of  October  21.  However  this  may  be 
the  filing  of  said  affidavit  on  October  22,  gave  the  contestant  a  right 
to  proceed  against  the  entry,  if  exercised  within  a  reasonable  time.  In 
this  connection  it  is  proper  to  state  that  McGregor's  contest  might  very 
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proi)erly  have  been  dismissed  for  want  of  diligence  in  prosecution.  Ko 
notice  was  ever  issued  thereon,  and  McGregor  instituted  x)roceedings 
for  the  first  time  on  August  25,  1893,  in  support  of  his  alleged  prefer- 
ence right.  It  is  very  evident  that  these  proceedings  were  induced  at 
that  time  by  a  knowledge  of  Owen's  relinquishment.  In  the  case  of 
Luchsinger  r.  Grubbs  et  al.  (18  L.  D.,  366)  it  was  said — 

A  contestant  is  bound  to  parsae  the  prosecntion  of  his  contest  with  all  reasonable 
diligence,  and  where  snch  rule  is  not  observed  the  government  may  properly  regard 
the  contest  as  abandoned  and  proceed  accordingly. 

McGregor  states  that  he  made  a  partial  arrangement  with  an  attor- 
ney to  attend  to  the  matter  of  his  contest,  but  that  he  heard  nothing 
more  from  him.  This  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  a  satisfactory  expla- 
nation for  failure  to  prosecute  his  contest  until  ten  months  after  the  same 
was  filed. 

There  is  some  doubt  as  to  the  exact  date  when  Owen  returned  to  his 
claim.  There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that  his  said  return  was  not  induced 
by  a  knowledge  of  McGregor's  contest.  It  is  shown  that  the  week  i>rior 
to  returning  to  the  land  he  went  on  a  hunting  expedition.  When  on 
his  way  to  the  land,  immediately  after  his  return  from  the  hunt,  he  met 
the  contestant  McGregor,  who  informed  him  of  the  contest.  So  far  as 
the  record  shows,  this  was  the  first  information  he  had  of  the  contest. 
This  fact  is  of  considerable  importance  as  being  strongly  indicative, 
when  taken  in  connection  with  the  fact  of  his  continuous  residence 
thereafter  on  the  land  until  he  relinquished,  that  Owen's  return  was  in 
pursuance  of  a  previous  bona  fide  intention  to  make  this  land  his  home. 

From  the  above  it  will  be  seen  that  while  Owen  probably  was  not 
residing  on  this  land  at  the  time  he  met  McGregor,  yet  he  was  return- 
ing to  said  land,  his  action  in  that  respect  not  being  induced  by  actual 
knowledge  of  the  impending  contest.  It  is  well  settled,  however,  that 
compliance  with  the  law,  after  contest  is  filed  and  before  notice  thereof 
is  issued,  will  cure  a  prior  default  and  defeat  thecontest.  In  the  case 
of  Scott  V.  King  (9  L.  D.,  299)  it  was  held— 

Aetna]  knowledge  of  an  impending  contest  wiU  not  prejudice  the  claimant,  if  bis 
subsequent  compliance  with  law  is  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  bona  fide  intent. 

As  previously  set  out  herein  evidence  of  Owen's  intention  is  found 
in  the  fact,  taken  in  connection  with  his  future  residence,  that  he  was 
returning  to  the  land  before  he  was  informed  of  the  contest.  Me  had 
six  months  from  date  of  entry  within  which  to  establish  his  resilience, 
and  the  fact  that  he  returned  at  the  expiration  of  that  time  can  not  be 
given  any  considerable  weight  against  him  in  face  of  his  subsequent 
compliance  with  law.  In  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Naylor  (14  L.  D.,  141)  it 
was  said — 

A  contest  should  be  dismissed  when  the  default  is  cured  in  good  faith  before  the 
local  office  acquiren  jurisdiction  in  the  case. 

What  constitutes  Jurisdiction  in  the  present  connection  is  set  forth 
in  the  case  of  Slay  ton  v.  Carroll  (7  L.  D.,  198)  as  follows: 
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Jarisdiction  is  acquired  by  due  Beryice  of  notice  upon  the  claimant  and  if  there 
has  heen  no  legal  notice  to  the  claimant,  then  there  is  no  authority  in  tbe  local  office 
to  adjudicate  bis  rights. 

A  contest  charging  failure  to  establish  residence  and  abandonment  must  fail, 
when,  prior  to  legal  service  of  notice  thereof,  the  entryman  has  cured  his  laches. 

No  notice  was  issued  ou  McGregor's  contest,  consequently  the  records 
of  the  local  office  failed  to  show  service  of  such  notice.  Beach  appears 
to  have  acted  in  ^ood  faith;  he  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the 
improvements  on  this  land,  and  in  making  his  entry  acted  upon  infor- 
mation received  from  the  local  office.  There  was  no  notation  of 
McGregor's  contest  on  tbe  tract  book  at  the  time  Beach  examined  it. 
Beach  states  that  he  employed  an  attorney  to  look  the  matter  up  and 
the  said  attorney  reported  to  him  that  there  was  nothing  agninst  the 
land.  The  attorney  who  filed  the  relinquishment  and  placed  Beach's 
entry  of  record  testifies  that  the  receiver  told  him  that  the  land  was 
clear.  In  the  case  of  Heptner  v.  McCartney  (11  L.  D.,  400)  it  was  held 
in  substance  that  the  initiation  of  a  contest,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the 
en  try  man  are  concerned  must  be  (X)nsidered  as  of  the  dai»e  of  his 
appearance  at  the  hearing,  in  the  absence  of  actual  or  constructive 
notice. 

Owen's  residence  on  this  land  prior  to  the  time  of  his  relinquishment 
must  be  regarded  as  being  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  bona  fide  intent, 
unless  it  is  clearly  shown  that  said  residence  resulted  from  the  actual 
knowledge  of  McGregor's  impending  contest.  On  this  point  the  Depart- 
ment is  of  opinion  that  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  does  not 
show  that  Owen's  residence  was  due  to  his  knowledge  of  said  contest, 
and  that  he  cured  any  laches  he  may  have  been  guilty  of,  prior  to  his 
relinquishment. 

This  brings  the  case  to  a  consideration  of  the  question  as  to  whether 
Owen's  relinquishment  was  the  result  of  McGregor's  contest.  Gener- 
ally, when  the  contest  has  been  properly  brought  a  relinquishment  has 
been  considered  to  be  the  result  thereof  and  not  allowed  to  bar  the 
jireference  right.  But  this  is  presumptive  merely,  and  if  the  evidence 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  an  independent  transaction  and  not 
evidence  of  abandonment,  it  will  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  con- 
testant. The  contest  was  filed  October  22, 1892,  and  the  relinquishment 
was  not  executed  until  June  16, 1893,  between  which  dates  the  contestant 
had  abundant  opportunity  to  prosecute  his  charges.  It  already  has 
heen  found  from  the  evidence  presented  in  this  case  that  there  is  doubt 
its  to  whether  the  contest  was  brought  in  good  faith  and  that  there  has 
been  evident  want  of  diligence  in  its  prosecution;  also  that  the  entry- 
man's  compliance  with  law  after  knowledge  of  the  conticst  was  not 
the  result  of  such  knowledge,  and  that  he  had  cured  any  laches  of 
which  he  may  have  been  guilty  prior  to  his  relinquishment.  From  the 
same  evidence  the  Department  is  of  opinion  that  the  said  relinquish- 
ment can  not  be  regarded  as  the  result  of  the  contest.  Your  otiice 
decision  is  accordingly  afiirmed. 
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£NDlA2r  LANDS-AVPllOVAL  OF  LEASES-ACT  OF  JUNE  7,  1897. 

SiSSETON  AND   WAHPETON   INDIANS. 

Under  the  spocial  provisions  made  iu  the  act  of  June  7, 1897,  the  Sisseton  and  W»h- 
peton  Indians  may  leasi^  their  allotted  lands  for  farming  and  grazing  porpoees 
without  the  supervii^ion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior;  but  leasee  of  lands 
executed  by  said  Indians  for  mining  or  business  purposes  remain  under  the  gen- 
eral rule,  and  require  the  approval  of  the  Secretary. 

Assistant  Attorney- General  Van  Devanter  to  the  First  Assistant  Secretary 

oj  the  Interior^  November  llj  1897.  (W.  G.  P.) 

In  response  to  your  request  for  an  opinion  upon  the  question  "  as  to 
the  present  right,  authority  and  expediency  of  the  Department  approv- 
ing leases  of  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  allottees,  executed  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  February  28,  1891,  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof,"  submitted  to  the  Department  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian 
Affairs  in  his  letter  of  October  18, 1897, 1  would  respectfully  submit 
the  following: 

By  the  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  Sisseton  and 
Wahpeton  Indians,  accepted,  ratified  and  confirmed  by  the  act  of 
March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  989-1035),  the  Indians  sold  to  the  United 
States  all  the  unallotted  lands  within  their  reservation  remaining  after 
allotments  provided  for  in  article  four  of  said  agreement  should  have 
been  made.  In  said  article  four  it  was  agreed  that  there  should  be  allot- 
ted  to  each  individual  of  said  bands  a  suiBcient  quantity  of  land  which, 
with  the  lands  theretofore  allotted,  should  make  iu  each  case  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres.  In  the  act  of  api)roval  (Sec.  29)  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  was  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  the  additional  allot- 
ments provided  for  in  said  agreement  to  be  made  in  the  manner  and 
as  provided  in  the  act  of  February  8,  1887  (24  Stat.,  388),  and  acts 
amendatory  thereof. 

Said  act  of  1887  provided  for  the  allotment  of  lands  in  severalty  to 
the  various  Indian  tribes  in  the  discretion  of  the  President,  for  the 
issuance  of  a  patent,  declaring  that  the  United  States  does  and  will 
hold  the  land  in  trust  for  the  allottee  and  his  heirs  for  the  period  of 
twenty-five  years,  and  will  then  coi»vey  it  in  fee  "free  of  all  charge  or 
incumbrance  whatsoever''  and  also  as  follows: 

and  if  any  conveyance  shall  he  made  of  the  lands  set  apart  and  allotted  as  herein 
provided,  or  any  contract  made  touching  the  same,  hefore  the  expiration  of  the  time 
ahove  mentioned,  snch  conveyance  or  contract  shall  he  ahsolately  nuU  and  void. 

The  amendatory  act  of  February  28,  1891  (26  Stat.,  794),  modified 
the  original  act  in  several  particulars,  but  the  only  part  thereof  neces- 
sary to  be  noticed  here  is  that  relating  to  leasing  allotted  lands,  which 
reads  as  follows : 

That  whenever  it  shall  he  made  to  appear  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  by 
reason  of  age  or  other  disability,  any  allottee  under  the  proYiaiona  of  said  Act^  or 
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any  other  act  or  treaty  cannot  personally  and  with  benefit  to  himself  occupy  or 
improve  his  allotment  or  any  part  thereof,  the  same  may  be  leased  upon  such  terms, 
reij^iilations  and  conditions  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  such  Secretary  for  a  term  not 
exceeding  three  years  for  farming  or  grazing,  or  ten  years  for  mining  purposes. 

Tlie  Indian  appropriation  act  of  August  15,  1894  (28  Stat.,  280-305), 
contains  substantially  tbe  same  provision,  except  that  leases  are  therein 
jiUowed  *'for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years  for  farming  or  grazing 
purposes  or  ten  years  for  mining  or  business  purposes.''  Tins  provi- 
sion of  the  act  of  1894  is  found  in  the  same  words  in  the  appropriation 
act  of  March  2,  1895,  (28  Stat,  876-900),  and  also  in  that  of  June  10, 
1890  (29  Stat,  321-340).  In  the  act  of  June  7,  1897  (30  Stat.,  62-84), 
the  same  provision  is  found,  excei>t  thattlie  terms  are  reduced  to  throe 
years  for  farming  or  grazing  purposes  and  five  years  for  mining  or  busi 
ness  purposes.  These  citations  embrace  the  general  provisions  as  to 
the  leasing  of  allotted  lands. 

The  provision  as  to  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  allottees  under  which 
the  question  now  presented  arises,  is  found  in  the  said  act  of  June  7, 
1897  (30  Stat.,  02-75),  and  reads  as  follows: 

That  the  Sisseton  and  ^Yahpoton  Indians  are  herehy  authorized  to  lease  their  lands 
or  any  part  thereof  for  a  term  not  exceeding  three  years  for  farming  or  grazing 
purposes. 

This  is  a  special  provision  as  to  these  Indians,  differing  from  the 
general  provision  as  to  all  Indians,  found  in  the  same  act.  After  a 
discussion  of  the  effect  of  special  and  general  provisions,  either  of 
which  would  include  the  matter  under  consideration,  the  following  rule 
is  laid  down  in  Endlich  on  the  Interpretation  of  Statutes  (Sec.  216) : 

Hence  if  there  are  two  acts,  or  two  provisions  in  the  same  act,  of  which  one  is 
special  and  particular,  and  clearly  includes  the  matter  in  controversy,  whilst  the 
other  is  general  and  would,  if  standiug  alone,  include  it  also;  and  if,  reading  the 
general  provision  side  by  side  with  the  particular  one,  the  inclusion  of  that  matter 
in  the  former  would  produce  a  conflict  between  it  and  the  8peci<al  provision — it  must 
be  taken  that  the  latter  was  designed  as  an  exception  to  the  general  provision. 

The  effect  of  a  special  i)rovision  upon  a  general  one,  and  the  extent 
to  which  it  is  to  supersede  it,  is  a  question  of  legislative  intention  not 
always  easily  determined.  In  this  case  the  special  provision  differs 
from  the  general  in  that  it  does  not  limit  the  right  of  leasing  to  those 
allottees  who  "by  reason  of  age  or  disability"  cannot  personally  and 
with  benefit  to  themselves  occupy  or  improve  their  allotments,  and  in 
that  it  does  not  specifically  provide  that  the  leasing  shall  be  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  under  terms,  regulations 
and  conditions  to  be  prescribed  by  him.  It  is  clear  that  it  was  the 
intention  to  allow  all  these  Indians,  without  regard  to  disability,  to 
lease  their  lands  for  farming  or  grazing  purposes.  It  has  been  the 
general  i>olicy  to  place  the  leasing  of  lands  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  it  might  be  contended  with  some 
reason  that  an  intention  to  depart  from  that  rule  in  any  case  would 
have  been  asserted  by  specific  words,  and  not  alone  by  the  omission 
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from  the  special  provision  of  the  words  of  the  general  provision  con- 
ferring such  supervision. 

An  examination  of  the  proceedings  in  Congress  relating  to  this 
special  provision  as  to  the  iSisseton  and  Wahpeton  Indians  removes  all 
doubt  as  to  the  legislative  intention.  The  bill  as  it  originally  passed 
in  the  House  of  Ke]>resentatives  did  not  contain  any  special  provision 
as  to  the  leasing  of  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  lands.  While  the  bill 
was  under  consideration  in  the  Senate,  an  amendment  was  proposed  in 
the  following  words: 

*  Provided^  That  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  Indians  are  hereby  anthorized  to  lease 
their  hinds,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  a  term  not  exceeding  three  years  for  farming  or 
grazing  purposes,  and  at  the  expiration  of  such  lease,  the  same  may  be  renewed  or 
the  lands  leased  to  any  other  person  upon  said  renewal  or  new  lease  being  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  discussion  of  this  amendment  is  found  in  the  Congressional 
Record,  2nd  Session,  54th  Congress,  Vol.  29,  part  3,  page  2037.  A 
question  arose  as  to  what  reason  there  could  be  for  requiring  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  a  renewal  of  a  lease  when 
the  Indian  was  allowed  to  make  a  lease  in  the  first  place  without  any 
limitation.  It  was  stati^d  by  Mr.  Pettigrew,  in  charge  of  the  bill,  that 
it  had  been  represented  to  the  Committee  that  the  Indians  had  found 
it  impossible  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Interior  Departs . 
ment  in  making  leases  of  their  unimproved  lands,  and  he  said: 

We  thought  it  a  matter  of  wisdom  to  allow  the  Indians  to  have  three  ^'ears  with- 
out complying  with  the  rules  laid  down  by  the  Department,  and  after  value  had 
been  given  to  the  lands  by  improvements,  the  leases  should  be  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior. 

After  the  explanation  thus  made,  the  amendment  as  proposed  was 
adopted  by  the  Senate.  In  conference  between  the  two  houses,  that 
part  of  the  Senate  amendment  alter  the  word  "purposes"  was  stricken 
out,  and  the  amendment  as  thus  amended  was  adopted.  The  provision 
as  thus  amended  was  included  in  the  act  which  finally  became  a  law. 

It  is  clear  that  it  was  intended  to  allow  these  Indians  to  lease  their 
lands  for  farming  or  grazing  i)urposes  without  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  As  to  leases  for  mining  or  business  pur- 
poses, the  general  rule  still  obtains,  and  the  approval  of  such  leases  by 
the  Secretary  is  necessary  to  their  validity. 

Approved,  November  11,  1897, 
0.  N.  Bliss, 

Secretary. 


DECISIONS   KELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  367 

PRE-EMPTION    ENTRY— ACT    OF    OCTOBER    1,    180O. 

Obaetz  V.  Cannon  et  al. 

A  pre-emption  entry  can  not  be  allowed  under  section  2,  act  of  October  1,  1890, 
except  on  proof  of  coutiiinous  residence  on  the  land  so  entered  for  a  period  of 
not  less  than  three  months  prior  thereto. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Novem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  ber  11, 1897.  (J.  L.  MoO.) 

Charles  W.  Seely,  on  November  19,  1891,  made  pre-emption  cash 
entry  for  lots  5,  7,  8,  and  9,  of  Sec.  6,  T.  64  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Duluth  land 
district,  Minnesota,  claiming  it  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
October  1,  1890  (26  Stat.,  647). 

On  December  10, 1891,  Albert  F.  Graetz  filed  affidavit  of  contest, 
charging  failure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  as  to 
residence. 

Hearing  in  the  case  was  had  commencing  November  21, 1893,  when 
the  contestant  and  the  transferees  of  the  defendant  appeared.  As  the 
resalt  of  the  hearing,  tlie  local  officers  recommended  the  cancellation 
of  the  entry.  The  transferees  appealed  to  your  office,  which  affirmed 
tlie  judgment  of  the  local  officers.  Thereupon  they  appealed  to  the 
Department. 

The  record  and  the  testimony  show  that  Seely,  on  November  20, 1891, 
transferred  an  undivided  two-thirds  interest  in  the  land,  by  warranty 
deed  to  George  N.  Cannon  and  Henry  V.  Holmes,  for  the  expressed 
consideration  of  five  thousand  dollars.  Holmes  testified  that  the  deed 
was  given  to  secure  a  debt  of  forty  dollars  for  groceries,  and  the  money 
loaned  by  him  (Holmes)  to  pay  the  purchase  price  of  the  land. 

Seely,  in  his  final  proof,  alleged  that  he  settled  on  the  land  July  1, 
or  2, 1891,  and  built  thereon  a  log  house,  warm  and  comfortable  at  all 
seasons  of  the  year;  that  he  had  cleared  one  and  a  half  acres  ready 
for  crop,  and  had  dug  a  well  thereon — the  aggregate  value  of  the 
improvements  being  $250;  that  he  had  resided  upon  the  land  continu- 
ously since  July  1, 1891,  up  to  November  9, 1891,  excepting  a  necessary 
absence  of  about  four  weeks  to  get  supplies;  and  that  he  had  no  per- 
sonal property  on  the  premises. 

The  testimony  relative  to  Seely's  residence  and  improvements  is  cor- 
rectly summed  up  in  the  decision  of  your  office  appealed  from,  and  need 
not  be  recited  herein.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  say  that  it  shows  that  he 
was  upon  the  land  but  a  few  days  in  the  aggregate,  and  at  those  times 
occupied  a  tent;  that  the  ** house"  which  he  refers  to  in  his  final  proof 
was  a  shanty  about  four  feet  high,  made  of  poplar  poles,  with  openings 
four  to  six  inches  wide  between  the  poles;  with  no  floor;  with  a  hole 
for  a  door  and  an  opening  for  a  window,  but  with  no  door  or  window  in 
them;  with  five  or  six  jwles  placed  on  top,  and  some  brush  laid  over 
them,  for  a  roof — which,  as  one  witness  says,  was  ^^not  enough  to  shade 
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a  mail ;  '^  in  this  shauty  tliere  was  no  stove,  or  furniture  of  any  kind. 
In  short,  the  final  proof  was  very  largely  false.  In  fact,  the  appellant 
does  not  deny  that  such  was  the  fact,  further  than  to  add  to  the  other 
allegations  of  error  in  the  appeal  the  formal  allegation  that  your  office 
"erred  in  affirming  the  Hon.  Register  and  Receiver's  findings  of  fact 
from  the  testimony  offered. 

The  above  allegation,  together  with  the  allegations  that  your  office 
"erred  in  recommending  said  cash  entry  No.  11,528  for  cancellation,'^ 
and  that  it  "erred  in  not  dismissing  the  contest  and  recommending 
said  entry  for  patent,"  are  not  sufficiently  specific  to  warrant  considera- 
tion under  Rule  88  of  Practice. 

The  defendants  allege  that  your  office  "erred  in  holding  that  the  rule 
of  ^caveat  emptor^  was  applicable  to  the  transferees  in  this  case."  But 
he  does  not  attempt  to  explain  why  the  transferees  in  this  case  should 
be  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  law  applicable  in  all  other  cases. 

lie  contends  that  this  entry  should  not  be  canceled,  inasmuch  as  "his 
compliance  with  the  law  in  respect  to  his  former  claim  was  established." 
From  a  careful  perusal  of  your  decision,  it  appears  that  it  does  not  hold 
this  entry  for  cancellation  for  failnre  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  law  in  respect  to  some  "former  claim,"  but  for  failure  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  October  1, 1890  (26  Stat.,  647),  in 
respect  to  this  claim — said  act  providing: 

That  no  final  eutry  shall  bo  permitted  except  upon  proof  of  continnoas  residonc-o 
upon  the  land,  the  subject  of  such  new  entry,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  thre«* 
months  prior  thereto. 

He  contends  further,  that  said  "  Sec.  2,  act  of  October  1, 1890,  was 
remedial,  aild  entitled  to  the  most  liberal  construction,  and  that 
claimant's  residence  upon  said  land  could  be  made  in  any  way  in  which 
he  chose."  Even  if  it  be  remedial,  it  is  not  entitled  to  construction  so 
liberal  as  to  enable  entry  thereunder  to  be  made  without  any  residence 
whatever,  upon  final  proof  shown  to  be  false. 

The  decision  of  your  office  holding  said  entry  for  cancellation  is  cor- 
rect, and  is  hereby  affirmed. 


bailroad  grant-act  of  january  1»,  1891, 
Southern  Pacific  R.  R,  Co. 

Selections  of  lands  for  the  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  in  lion  of  lands  taken  for  the 
Mission  Indians  under  the  act  of  January  12, 1891,  cannot  be  approved  nnleas  it  is 
made  to  appear  (1)  that  the  company  was  entitled  under  its  grant  to  the  lamia 
BO  taken,  hence  that  such  lands  are  non-mineral  in  character,  and  (2)  that  the 
lieu  selections  are  of  the  same  cliaracter;  and,  in  securing  such  evidence,  the 
departmental  regulations  provided  for  the  determination  of  the  character  of 
lands  claimed  by  a  railroad  company  should  not  be  disregarded. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  n,  1S97.  (F.  W.  0.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  October  5,  1897,  is  forwarded  for  approval 
clear  list  No.  43,  covering  3,846.47  acres  within  the  Loa  Angeles  land 
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district,  California,  selected  by  the  Soathern  Pacific  Eailroad  Co.  in 
lieu  of  certain  tracts  selected  by  the  commissioners  appointed  under 
the  act  of  January  12, 1891  (26  Stat.,  712)  for  the  Mission  Indians.  By 
said  act  it  was  provided  that  in  case 

any  land  shall  be  selected  under  this  act  to  which  any  railroad  company  is  or  shall 
hereafter  be  entitled  to  receive  a  patent,  sach  raUroad  company  shall,  upon  releas- 
ing all  claim  and  ti  tie  thereto,  and  on  the  approval  of  the  President  and  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  be  allowed  to  select  an  equal  quantity  of  other  land  of  like  value 
in  lieu  thereof,  at  such  place  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  determine. 

The  selections  covered  by  the  list  in  question  were  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  instructions  contained  in  departmental  communication 
of  June  17, 1897  (24  L.  D.,  543).  From  the  letter  of  transmittal  it 
appears  that  the  tracts  selected  are  free  from  adverse  claims  but  are 
all  within  six  miles  of  a  mineral  claim;  and  two  of  the  tracts  selected 
were  returned  by  the  surveyor  general  at  the  time  of  the  government 
survey  December  4,  1893,  as  mineral  land.  Further,  all  the  tracts 
selected  by  the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  January  12,  1891, 
Biipraj  and  made  the  basis  for  the  selection  under  consideration,  are 
within  six  miles  of  a  mineral  claim,  and  those  in  township  2  S.,  range 
2  E.,  were  all  returned  as  mineral  lands  by  the  surveyor  general  at  the 
time  of  the  government  survey  as  aforesaid. 

In  your  office  letter  submitting  the  list,  you  state: 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  said  act  of  Congress  was  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
Indians,  and  that  it  is  optional  with  the  company  whether  it  shall  give  up  the  lands 
within  its  grant  for  that  purpose,  I  respectfully  request  to  be  advised  whether 
under  the  circumstances  any  examination  to  determine  the  character  of  the  land  is 
neceHsary,  and  if  so  deemed,  would  suggest  that  a  special  agent  be  detailed  to 
make  such  investigation  and  determine  the  character  of  all  the  tracts  selected  and 
released. 

It  Will  be  remembered  that  the  act  of  1891  provides  that  in  case 

any  lands  shall  be  selected  under  this  act  to  which  any  railroad  company  is  or  shall 
be  hereafter  entitled  to  receive  a  patent,  said  company  shall,  upon  relinquishing  all 
claims,  etc. 

It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  in  the  first  instance,  to  determine 
whether  the  railroad  company  was  under  its  grant  entitled  to  receive 
a  patent  for  the  tracts  selected  by  the  commissioners,  and  to  do  this, 
inquiry  must  be  made  as  to  whether  the  lands  are  mineral  lands,  for  if 
they  are,  the  company  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  receive  a  patent 
for  them  under  its  grant.  As  before  stated,  they  are  all  within  six 
miles  of  mineral  claims,  and  a  large  portion  of  them  were  at  the  time 
of  the  government  survey  actually  returned  as  mineral  lands.  If  the 
company  had  attempted  to  secure  patent  for  those  lands,  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  have  published  notice  as  required  by  the  circular  of 
July  0, 1894,  and  to  have  made  a  specific  showing  as  to  the  tracts 
returned  as  mineral  before  they  could  have  received  patent  therefor. 
No  such  showing  has  been  made  as  to  those  lands,  and  it  is  not  putting 
the  company  to  an  additional  requirement  or  inconvenience  by  requir- 
2670— VOL  26 24 
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h\^  tliat  such  showing  be  now  made.  Without  this  showing  it  can  not 
be  adjiulnfcd,  if  the  usual  rules  be  followed,  that  such  lands  are  lands 
to  which  tlie  company  is  entitled  to  receive  patent. 

Tlie  lands  now  sought  to  be  selected  must  be  lands  not  mineral  in 
character.  Some  of  them  were  returned  as  mineral,  and  all  as  within 
six  miles  of  mineral  claims,  and  the  rules  in  force  for  determining  the 
character  of  such  lands  were  adopted  after  careful  consideration  as  the 
only  safe  course  for  the  protection  of  miners  and  as  jnitting  the  com- 
panies to  the  least  expense  and  inconvenience  possible. 

The  plan  i)roposed,  to  direct  an  investigation  by  a  special  agent,  in 
lieu  of  the  usual  proceedings  under  the  regulations  in  force  for  determin- 
ing the  character  of  lands  claimed  by  a  railroad  company,  where  the 
same  had  been  returned  by  the  government  survey  as  mineral  lands,  or 
where  such  lands  are  within  proximity  of  six  miles  to  known  mineral 
claims,  is  not  approved. 

The  Department  is  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Indians,  this  matter  should  be  closed  up  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment;  but  the  regulations  in  force  governing  such  matters  should 
not  be  disregarded,  especially  where  the  change  proposed  will  not  facili- 
tate the  early  determination  of  the  matter. 

Sixty  days'  notice  is  required  under  the  regulations,  but  for  this  case, 
for  the  reason  stated,  it  is  directed  that  the  period  of  publication  of 
notice  be  reduced  to  thirty  days;  but  otherwise,  that  the  regulations 
must  be  strictly  complied  with.    The  list  is  herewith  returned. 


FEES-REGISTEll  AND  RECEIVKR-SECTION  22S8  B.  S. 

Claeenob  Dennis  et  al. 

The  second  claase  of  Bection  2238  R.  8.,  providing  a  fee  to  the  register  and  receiver 
of  one  per  rent  on  moneys  received  is  applicable  only  to  moneys  received  at  cash 
salesof  lands,  anddoes  not  include  money  paidon  acconntof  timber dopredntious. 

The  ei<]^hth  clanso  of  section  2238  K.  S.,  fixing  a  fee  of  five  dollars  to  the  register  and 
receiver  for  superintending  public  land  sales,  does  not  authorize  the  collection  of 
snch  fee  on  the  sale  of  an  isolated  tract. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  12,  1897.  (O.  J.  W.) 

On  June  10, 1895,  on  the  presentation  of  the  quarterly  account  of 
Clarence  Dennis,  receiver  of  public  moneys  at  Ashland,  Wisconsin, 
your  oflttce  rejected  an  item  of  one  j)er  cent  commission  charged  by  saiil 
oflficer  on  tiniber  depredations. 

On  June  11),  1895,  in  reply  to  a  communication  from  Clarence  Dennis, 
in  reference  to  said  quarterly  account,  your  office  stated  exiiressly  that 
registers  and  receivers  were  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  moneys 
received  )n  timber  depredations,  and  that  paragraph  two,  Sec  2238  of 
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the  Revised  Statates,  providing  a  fee  of  one  per  centum  on  all  moneys 
received  at  each  receiver's  office,  is  not  considered  as  ax>plying  to  any 
moneys  except  receipts  from  cash  sales. 

On  July  1, 1895,  the  register  and  receiver  joined  in  a  written  request 
that  your  office  reconsider  said  decision  of  June  19, 1895. 

On  August  8, 1895,  in  reply  to  said  application  for  reconsideration  of 
the  conclusion  reached  in  office  letter  ("M'')  of  June  19,  1895,  your 
office  adhered  to  said  conclusion. 

On  October  14,  1895,  the  attorneys  for  the  register  and  receiver 
asked  for  a  review  of  your  office  decision  of  June  19,  1895,  and  one  of 
October  4, 1895.  In  the  latter  decision  the  question  was,  whether  or 
not  the  purchaser  at  a  sale  of  an  isolated  tract  was  required  to  pay  the 
lee  of  five  dollars  per  diem  flowed  by  paragraph  eight  of  Sec.  2238, 
and  your  office  held  that  the  purchaser  was  not  properly  chargeable 
therewith. 

Your  office,  on  December  4, 1896,  denied  the  motion  for  review  of  the 
decisions  referred  to,  and  the  register  and  receiver  have  appealed. 

The  appeal  involves  the  construction  of  the  second  paragraph  of 
section  2238  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  reference  to  commission  of  one 
per  cent  on  moneys  received,  and  of  paragraph  eight  of  said  section,  in 
reference  to  per  diem  pay  of  registers  and  receivers  for  superintending 
public  land  sales.  The  second  paragraph  has  been  uniformly  held  to 
apply  only  to  moneys  received  at  cash  sales  of  lands,  this  being  the 
only  fund  paid  into  the  receiver's  office,  at  the  date  of  the  act  providing 
said  commission,  April  20, 1818  (3  Stat.,  466).  The  contention  is,  that 
it  is  error  to  consider  the  intention  of  Congress  in  the  passage  of  the 
original  act,  for  the  reason  that  said  paragraph  has  been  re-enacted 
and  the  original  act  repealed.    Section  5596,  Revised  Statutes. 

It  appears  from  the  General  Land  Office  instructions  issued  to  regis- 
ters and  receivers,  under  date  January  23, 1880  (C.  L.  O.  Vol.  6,  p.  195), 
that  your  office  has  construed  paragraph  two  of  section  2238  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  since  the  revision.  Said  circular  contains  tlie  fol- 
lowing quotation  from  a  decision  of  your  office,  dated  March  6, 1878: 

Paragraph  2,  Sec.  223S,  Revised  Statutes,  providing  ''a  fee  of  one  per  centiim  on 
all  moneys  received  at  each  receiver's  oflico,"  is  not  considered  as  applying  to  any 
moneys  except  receipts  from  cash  sales.  The  fees  {ind  commissions  received  on  other 
than  cash  sales,  and  the  commissions  paid  to  registers  and  receivers  by  the  United 
Stat«e  on  account  of  cash  sales,  are  not  regarded  as  moneys  received  at  the  receiver's 
office,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  on  which  an  additional  one  per  centnm  can  be 
claimed.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  statute  contemplated  the  allowance  of 
commis.sions  upon  the  commissions  and  fees  already  paid. 

Paragraph  2  of  Sec.  2238,  Revised  Statutes,  is  a  literal  reproduction  of  the  act  of 
Apri]  20,  1818.  At  that  period  no  disposals  of  the  public  land  were  made  except  for 
cash.     Hence  the  law  applied  to  rash  sales  only. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1818,  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  systems  have 
been  established,  together  with  other  methods  of  entering  and  locating  the  public 
lands,  and  a  schedule  of  fees  and  commissions  especially  adapted  thereto  has  been 
provided.    The  twelve  paragraphs  of  Sec.  2238  embrace  the  several  classes  oi  fees 
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ind  coinmi88iou8  allowed  to  registera  and  receirere.  Paraj^rnpb  2  relates  to  oasli 
Bales.  The  fees  and  coniniissions  on  all  other  classes  of  entries  and  locations  are 
particularly  specified  in  the  remaining  eleven  paragraphs. 

In  your  office  letter  ("M")  of  December  4, 1895,  the  quotation  above 
referred  to  is  followed  by  this  statement: 

The  uniform  practice  of  this  office  since  March  6, 1878,  has  been  in  conformity  with 
the  instructions  just  quoted,  and  the  practice  of  the  Treasury  Department,  which 
now  audits  the  accounts  of  the  registers  and  receivers,  is  also  in  accord  with  the 
ruling  of  this  office  in  this  matter. 

.  .  .  The  decision  contained  in  my  letter  of  Jnne  19, 1895  is  in  conformity  to  a  well 
established  practice  and  is  sustained  by  a  long  line  of  precedents,  both  in  this  office 
and  the  Treasury  Department,  and  I  must  therefore  decline  to  alter  it. 

Tbe  supreme  court  in  Steamship  Company  v,  Joliffe  (2  Wall.,  450), 
indicates  tbe  rule  to  be,  that  revisions  of  the  law  are  not  to  be  regarded 
as  new  acts,  but  rather  as  the  continuance  of  old  ones.  Since  the  act 
of  1818  seems  to  have  been  carried  into  tbe  revision  withont  substan- 
tial change,  the  effect  of  the  revision  as  to  this  clause  was  to  continue 
the  old  law,  and  the  status  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  old  law,  as 
well  as  at  the  time  of  the  revision,  may  be  properly  considered  in  deter- 
mining its  meaning.  This  your  office  seems  to  have  done  in  construing 
the  different  clauses  of  the  whole  section,  which  all  relate  to  compensa- 
tion of  registers  and  receivers. 

As  to  clause  eight,  a  similar  rule  of  construction  was  adopted,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  purchaser  of  an  isolated  tract  at  a  public  sale  was 
not  chargeable  with  the  per  diem  of  five  dollars  contemplated  and  pro- 
vided in  said  clause. 

In  the  case  of  Isham  R.  Darnell  (21  L.  D.,  454),  it  was  held : 

That  the  local  officers  are  not  entitled  to  collect  a  fee  from  one  who  purchases  at 
a  public  sale  land  sold  as  an  isolated  tract. 

As  shown  by  your  office,  the  interpretation  placed  upon  these  clauses 
is  iiK^accord-  with  the  instructions  and  rulings  of  your  office  long 
adhered  to,  and  followed  also  by  the  Treasury  Department.  In  such 
cases  the  rule  should  not  be  changed,  unless  manifestly  erroneous. 

In  the  light  of  the  history  of  the  legislation  touching  the  compensa- 
tion of  registers  and  receivers,  the  rulings  and  practice  of  your  office 
and  the  Treasury  Department  seem  to  have  been  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law,  and  will  not  be  disturbed. 

Your  office  decisions  of  June  19,  August  8,  and  December  4, 1895, 
are  affirmed. 


pbactice-notice  op  appeai^kes  jijl>icata-oki.ahoma  liands. 

Spbow  et  al.  v.  Millbb. 

Where  a  notice  of  appeal  is  served  on  the  attorney  of  the  adverse  party,  as  shown 
of  record,  the  right  of  such  appellant  to  be  heard  should  not  be  affected  by  the 
fact  that  said  attorney  was  not  at  such  time  authorized  to  repreaent  the  appellee. 
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The  rale  of  res  judicata  is  not  applicable  to  a  decision  denying  a  party  the  right  to  be 
beard  on  appeal  where  such  decision  is  the  result  of  a  mistake  of  fact  on  the 
part  of  the  Department. 

Entering  the  Cherokee  Outlet,  on  the  day  of  opening,  from  an  adjacent  Indian  reser- 
vation does  not  disqualify  the  settler. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  13, 1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

This  case  is  before  the  Department  on  the  petition  of  Thomas  M. 
Hartshorn  asking  that  departmental  decisions  herein  of  Anprnst  4, 189G, 
dismissing  his  contest  against  the  entry  of  George  L.  Miller,  and  on 
review  December  26, 1896,  reaffirming  said  decision,  be  vacated,  and 
that  his  contest  be  reinstated. 

This  case  is  complicated  with  docket  case  number  24-479  to  a  degree 
that  it  has  been  found  necessary  to  examine  the  records  in  both  cases 
to  a  correct  understanding  of  the  question  here  presented.  •  This  last 
named  case  is  styled  the  case  of  Frank  A.  McKee,  Thomas  M.  Harts- 
horn, l^athan  0.  Hockney,  Elmira  E.  Greason  v,  David  D.  Duncan. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  land  involved  is  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  T.  26  N., 
K.  1  E.,  Perry  land  district,  Oklahoma,  and  in  the  other  case  the  laud 
involved  is  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  8,  T.  26  N.,  E.  2  E.,  same  land  district. 
These  tracts  of  land  are  in  adjoining  sections  and  within  that  part  of 
the  Oklahoma  Territory  known  as  the  Cherokee  Outlet,  opened  to 
settlement  and  entry  on  the  16th  day  of  Sej)tember,  1893. 

The  petitioner,  Thomas  Hartshorn,  claims  the  W.  J  of  the  said  NW.  J 
of  Sec.  9  and  the  E.  J  of  said  NE.  J  of  Sec.  8. 

On  September  23,  1893,  George  L.  Miller  made  homestead  entry  for 
the  said  NW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  and  on  March  12,  1894,  David  D.  Duncan 
made  homestead  entry  for  the  said  NE.  J  of  Sec.  8,  based  on  his  soldier's 
declaratory  statement,  filed  September  18,  1893.  On  November  13, 
1893,  Hartshorn  filed  an  application  to  contest  Duncan's  filing,  and  on 
November  15, 1893,  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  entry  of  Miller, 
alleging  prior  settlement  in  both  cases. 

There  were  other  contestants  and  claimants  for  each  of  the  above 
described  tracts  of  land,  or  parts  of  each,  among  whom  was  Henry  A. 
Sprow,  who  claimed  by  virtue  of  prior  settlement  all  of  the  land 
embraced  in  the  entry  of  Miller. 

Separate  hearings  were  ordered  by  your  office.  A  hearing  was  had 
at  the  local  office  in  the  case  of  McKee  et  al,  against  Duncan.  At 
that  hearing  Thomas  M.  Hartshorn  testified  that  he  was  at  twelve 
o'clock,  noon,  September  16, 1893,  on  the  Ponca  Indian  reservation. 

On  May  29,  1895,  on  motion  of  the  contestant,  Sprow,  in  the  case  of 
Sprow  and  Hartshorn  v.  Miller,  the  contest  of  Hartshorn  was  dis- 
missed as  to  the  W.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  for  the  reason  that  he 
entered  the  Cherokee  Outlet  on  the  16th  day  of  September,  1893,  from 
the  Ponca  Indian  reservation.  On  November  12,  1894,  Miller's  entry 
had  been  canceled  by  relinquishment,  and  on  the  same  day  Sprow  filed 
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homestead  application  for  the  NW.  ^  of  Sec.  0,  which  was  suspeDded 
to  await  action  oii  contest  of  Hartshorn.  On  June  26, 1895,  Hartshorn 
appealed  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers  dismissing:  his  contest, 
and  on  November  13,  1895,  your  office  affirming  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  said : 

It  was  held  in  tlio  case  of  Cagle  r.  .Vfendenhall  (20  L.  D.,  446),  that  such  entrance 
was  illegal  and  a  bar  to  entry  of  hinds  within  the  Cherokee  Outlet.  That  ra«e 
governs  this;  therefore  your  decision  is  affirmed. 

Further  appeal  broup^ht  the  case  to  the  Department,  together  with  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  same,  filed  by  counsel  for  Sprow,  alleging  that 
the  appellant  had  failed  to  serve  said  Sprow  with  a  copy  of  the  appeal 
as  provided  for  by  the  rules  of  practice. 

On  August  4,  1896,  the  Department  passing  on  said  motion  said : 

• 

Connsel  for  H:irtHhorn  intending  to  serve  said  appeal  upon  contestant,  Sprow  etaL, 
served  instead  a  copy  of  the  appeal  in  the  case  of  McKee,  Hartshorn  et  al.  r.  Duncan 
upon  the  attorneys  in  that  case;  and  did  not  discover  the  error  and  serve  a  copy  of 
the  appeal  in  the  case  at  bar  upon  the  attorneys  in  saul  case  until  after  the  lapse  of 
considerably  more  than  the  sixty  days  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  practice.  There- 
upon connsel  for  Sprow  files  a  motion  asking  that  said  appeal  be  disminsed.  In  view 
of  the  facts  set  forth,  the  motion  must  be  granted;  the  appeal  is  therefore  dismissed. 

Motion  for  review  of  said  decision  was  filed,  and  on  December  26, 
1890,  denied  without  discussion. 

The  petition  now  under  consideration  was  entertained  on  June  21, 
1897,  and  has  been  reiiled  with  evidence  of  service. 

It  is  now  made  to  appear,  by  the  petition  and  exhibits  filed  there 
with,  and  more  especially  from  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  E.  Bee.  Guthrie,  a 
member  of  the  law  firm  of  Howe  and  Guthrie,  that  my  predecessor, 
Mr.  Secretary  Smith,  was  in  error  in  finding  that  the  appeal  served  by 
Hartshorn  on  the  law  firm  of  Howe  and  Guthrie  was  an  appeal  in  the 
case  of  McKee,  Hartshorn,  and  Duncan.  Mr.  Guthrie  states,  under 
oath,  that  as  a  member  of  said  firm  he  accepted  service  of  the  Com- 
missioner's decision  in  the  case  of  Sprow  and  Hartshorn  v.  Miller,  that 
he  accepted  service  in  said  case  as  attorney  for  Sprow,  and  ''also 
accepted  service  for  Sprow  upon  Hartshorn's  appeal  and  specification 
of  error." 

It  appears  that  neither  Mr.  Guthrie  nor  the  firm  of  Howe  and  (Tuthrie 
had  authority  from  S[)row  to  represent  him  in  the  premises,  but  the 
mistake  was  an  inadvertence  on  their  i)art.  At  the  time  that  Harts- 
horn's appeal  was  served  on  them  they  api)eared  as  the  attorneys  of 
record  in  that  case,  and  the  only  attorneys  of  record  appearing  to  rep- 
resent the  said  Sprow.  The  action  of  Hartshorn,  therefore,  in  serving 
them  can  not  be  held  to  aflfiMjt  him  to  his  injury. 

It  is  now  urged  by  counsel  for  Sprow  that  the  case  is  closed,  that 
Sprow  has  been  permitted  to  nuike  an  entry  of  the  land  under  the 
decisions  of  my  predecessor,  and  ask  that  the  rule  res  judicata  be 
invoked;  and  further  that,  inasmuch  as  at  the  time  the  Commissioner's 
decision  herein  was  rendered  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  doctrine  of 
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the  case  of  Cagle  v.  Mendenliall  (mpra)  was  in  full  force,  and  that 
uiuler  the  admitted  facts  of  record  Hartshorn  was  (lis(|ualified  from 
having  entered  the  land  on  the  day  of  the  opening  from  the  Fonca 
Indian  reservation,  and  that  nnder  the  decisions  of  the  Department 
this  being  a  closed  case,  it  will  not  be  re-adjudicated  under  a  changed 
construction  of  the  law. 

Ordinarily,  this  contention  would  not  be  without  weight.  But  it  will 
be  remembered  that  this  case  has  never  been  finally  adjudicated  by  the 
Department  on  its  merits.  Martshorn  was  denied  the  right  of  appeal 
on  a  mistake  of  fact,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  deny  him  a  hearing. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  rule  rett  judicata  can  not  be  invoked. 

In  the  case  of  Brady  v,  WilliauKs,  23  L.  D.,  533,  it  was  held  that  persons 
making  the  run  from  the  one  hundred  feet  strip  set  apart  by  the  Presi- 
dent's order  around  the  Cherokee  Outlet  for  the  occupancy  of  intending 
settlers  were  not  disqualified  as  settlers  by  the  fact  that  in  entering 
thereon  they  passed  over  an  adjacent  Indian  reseivation,  and  the  case 
of  Cagle  V,  Mendenhall,  supra^  was  overruled. 

Hartshorn  was  therefore  not  disqualified  on  account  of  his  entering 
the  strip  on  the  day  of  the  opening  from  the  Ponca  Indian  reservation. 

This  case  can  not  be  decided  on  the  record  before  the  Department; 
all  questions  of  prior  settlement  on  the  land  in  controversy  could,  per- 
haps, be  determined  from  the  record  in  the  case  of  McKee  et  al.  v, 
Duncan,  but  in  the  case  at  bar  Sprow  has  not  had  his  day  in  court. 

The  aforesaid  departmental  decisions  herein  are  hereby  vacated,  and 
you  are  directed  to  order  a  hearing  between  Sprow  and  Hartshorn  to 
determine  the  question  of  prior  settlement. 


bbsert  land  entry-mortgagee— assignee. 

Thomas  E.  Jeremy  (On  Revievt). 

A  mortgagee  who  secares  the  foreclosure  of  a  iiiortffa«;o  covering  land  embraced 
within  a  desert  land  entry,  prior  to  the  time  when  final  proof  is  due  on  said 
entry,  may  be  regarded  as  an  assignee  thereof,  and  entitled  to  submit  final  proof. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 
( W.  V.  D.)  1J2^  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

On  September  16, 1893,  one  William  O.  Dyer  made  desert  land  entry, 
No.  3843,  for  the  K  J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  1  N.,  E.  2  W.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah. 

On  September  17, 1895,  there  was  transmitted  to  yonr  office  a  mort- 
gage of  said  entry,  dated  October  9, 1893,  from  the  said  Dyer  to  Thomas 
E.  Jeremy,  given  ostensibly  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note,  therein  set 
forth,  for  $1500,  money  borrowed  to  imi)rove  said  land.  Accompanying 
said  mortgage  was  an  affidavit  of  Jeremy,  in  which  it  is  set  out,  sub- 
stantially, that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  of  legal  age,  and 
that  Dyer  has  died  without  heirs.    There  was  also  transmitted  a  second 
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year's  proof,  submitted  by  Jeremy,  that  shows  an  expenditnre  by  him 
of  $487  upon  said  entry.  He  prayed  that  he  be  recognized  b»  the 
assignee  of  said  entry  by  virtue  of  said  mortgage. 

By  departmental  decision  of  May  10,  1897  (24  L.  D.,  418),  in  said 
matter,  it  was  held  that,  in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of 
Utah,  Jeremy  could  not  be  recognized  and  treated  by  the  Department 
as  the  legal  assignee  of  Dyer's  entry,  but  said: 

If  he  shall  by  the  foreclosure  of  his  niortf^ajLre  under  the  laws  of  Utah,  as  suggested, 
place  himself  in  a  position  to  be  recognized  as  the  assignee  of  Dyer,  I  see  no  just 
reason  why  he  may  not  be  allowed  to  submit  proof  under  the  former's  entry;  and  if 
so  submitted,  the  same  will  be  duly  considered. 

A  motion  for  review  and  reconsideration  of  this  decision  has  been 
file  ',  in  which  no  specific  error  is  assigned, but  it  is  urged  in  argument 
that  inasmuch  as  the  promissory  note,  for  which  Dyer's  mortgage  was 
given,  is  made  payable  on  or  before  three  years  after  its  date,  Jeremy 
can  not  foreclose  the  mortgage  until  after  said  three  years  have  expired ; 
that  in  the  case  of  said  desert  land  entry, 

''proof  muRt  be  made  within  the  statutory  period,  and  annual  proof  must  be  made 
each  and  every  year;  if  this  is  not  done,  theu  the  entry  is  subject  to  contest;"  (that) 
"Jeremy  has  done  everything  that  the  law  requires  in  the  way  of  annual  expendi- 
tures, and  if  recognized  as  the  assignee  stands  ready  to  make  proof  and  payment  for 
the  Land;  but  he  could  not  go  into  court  and  get  a  judgment  within  the  time  thnt 
proof  and  payment  Is  required  under  the  statute/' 

It  is  not  the  province  of  the  Department  to  decide  questions  relative 
to  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands  in  advance  of  their  orderly  presen- 
tation. As  a  motion  for  reconsideration,  nothing  is  now  presented 
which  has  not  already  received  careful  consideration.  A  mortgagee 
under  the  laws  of  Utah  is  not  an  assignee  of  desert  lands  within  the 
meaning  of  the  amendatory  desert  land  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26  Stat, 
1095),  under  which  Dyer's  entry  was  made.  The  strong  equities  pre- 
sented by  the  record  in  favor  of  the  mortgagee  induced  the  Department, 
in  the  decision  under  review,  to  make  certain  suggestions  which  it 
was  thought  would  enable  him  to  bring  himself  within  the  act.  It  was 
thought  that  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  would  place  Jeremy  in 
position  to  be  recognized  as  the  assignee  of  Dyer,  that  no  just  reason 
was  seen  why  in  that  event  he  might  not  be  allowed  to  submit  proof 
under  Dyer's  entry,  and  that  if  so  submitted,  the  same  would  be  duly 
considered. 

By  the  amendatory  act  of  March  3,  1891  i8upra)y  the  lifetime  of  a 
desert  laud  entry  is  four  years.  The  amendatory  act  differs  from  the 
original  desert  land  act  of  1877  in  that  it  required  an  expenditure  of 
one  dollar  per  acre  each  year  for  three  years,  and  yearly  proof  of  such 
expenditure. 

By  the  act  of  July  26,  1894  (28  Stat.,  123),  the  time  for  making  final 
proof  and  payment  on  all  desert  land  entries  was  extended  for  one  year 
beyond  the  time  at  which  proof  and  payment  were  due  or  might  there> 
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after  fall  due  under  existing  law;  and  by  the  act  of  Aagust4,  1894 
(28  Stat.,  226),  it  was  provided: 

^  That  in  all  cases  where  declaratious  of  intontion  to  enter  desert  lands  have  been 
fr^''d|  and  the  fonr  years  limit  within  which  final  proof  may  be  made  had  not  expired 
p!.'  >r  to  January  first,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four,  the  time  within  which 
linal  proof  may  be  made  in  each  such  case  is  hereby  extended  to  five  years  from  the 
date  of  filing  the  declaration. 

The  entry  in  the  case  at  bar  having  been  made  on  September  16, 1893, 
final  proof  thereon  would  not  be  required  until  September  16, 1898,  and 
since  the  note  and  mortgage  executed  by  Dyer  were  due  and  payable 
on  October  9, 1896,  it  would  seem  that  the  mortgagee  would  have  ample 
time  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  before  final  proof  on  the  entry  would 
become  due. 

The  Department  will  not  at  this  time  consider  questions  suggested 
by  the  motion  for  reconsideration,  in  the  matter  of  the  alleged  expen 
ditures  and  reclamation  of  the  laud,  nor  any  question  as  to  the  yearly 
proofs  of  the  same  required  by  law.  These  it  will  be  time  enough  to 
consider  when  the  Department  is  iu  possession  of  all  the  facts  and 
after  Jeremy  shall  have  become  entitled  to  such  relief  as  can  be  given 
an  assignee  under  the  law. 


PRACTICE-MOTION  FOR  REVIEW—CONTESTANT-APPBAIj. 

Lawrence  v.  Seeger  (On  Review). 

The  rule  of  practice  relative  to  closing  cascM  on  review  announced  in  Allen  v.  Price, 
15  L.  D.,  424,  did  not  contemplate  it-s  application  to  cases  where  an  entry  had 
been  formally  canceled  prior  to  said  decision. 

A  successfal  contestant  wiU  not  be  held  to  have  lost  his  preferred  right  of  entry  by 
failure  to  exercise  the  same  within  the  statutory  period,  where  his  action  is 
based  on  the  advice  of  the  local  office  as  to  the  departmental  practice  then  in 
force. 

On  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  General  Land  Office  all  questions  involved  in  the 
record  are  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 
(W.V.D.)  12,1897.  (G.B.G.) 

This  case  is  before  the  Department  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant, 
Henry  W.  Seeger,  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  25, 1897, 
in  the  case  of  Thomas  J.  Lawrence  v.  Henry  W.  Seeger,  involving  the 
N  W.  J  of  Sec.  16,  T.  11  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  land  district,  Okla- 
homa (24  L.  D.,  477). 

On  October  24, 1892,  your  office,  in  accordance  with  the  directions 
given  by  the  Department  in  its  decision  of  October  10, 1892,  in  the 
case  of  Thomas  J.  Lawrence  v.  John  R.  Furlong,  canceled  the  entry  of 
Furlong  for  said  tract  and  threw  the  land  open  to  entry  by  the  first 
qualified  applicant,  subject  only  to  the  preference  right  of  the  contest 
ant,  Lawrence. 
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On  November  2G,  1892,  the  local  officers  served  notice  u]>on  Lawrence 
of  the  cancellation  of  Furlong's  entry. 

Tlie  record  does  not  show  when  notice  of  said  departmental  decision 
of  October  10,  1892,  was  served  upon  Furlong.  On  January  6,  1893, 
however,  he  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said  decision. 

On  April  8, 1893,  the  defendant  herein,  Henry  W.  Seeger,  appeared 
at  the  local  office,  presented  a  withdrawal  by  Furlong  of  the  motion  for 
review,  and  was  permitted  to  make  an  entry  of  the  tract. 

On  April  19, 1893,  Lawrence  filed  his  homestead  application  for  the 
land,  which  was  rejected  for  conflict  with  Seeger's  entry. 

On  the  appeal  of  Lawrence  your  office  on  December  27,  1893,  held 
that  his  right  was  superior  to  that  of  Seeger  and  called  upon  Seeger  to 
show  cause  wliy  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled.  This  decision  was 
not  put  upon  the  ground  that  Lawrence  had  a  valid  existing  statutory 
preference  right,  that  right  being  therein  held  to  have  expired,  but  that 
being  a  settler  on  the  land,  he  had  three  months  time  after  the  record 
wjis  cleared  within  which  to  assert  his  claim  to  the  tract. 

Notice  of  this  decision  was  served  upon  counsel  for  Seeger  on  Jan- 
uary 4,  1894,  but  no  showing  being  made  in  support  of  said  entry,  on 
Angnst  17,  1895,  said  attorneys  were  served  with  a  second  copy  of  said 
decision,  and  on  September  27, 1896,  Seeger  filed  appeal  to  the  Depart- 
ment. 

By  letter  of  November  20, 1895,  your  office  declined  to  forward  the 
appeal,  for  the  reason  "that  the  decision  of  December  27, 1893,  ordering 
him  to  show  cause,  is  not  appealable,"  and  further 

that  Soeger  has  failed,  after  due  notice,  to  make  any  showing  in  support  of  his 
entry,  and  the  same  is  hereby  held  subject  to  the  right  of  Lawrence  to  exercise  his 
preference  right. 

Seeger  thereupon  filed  a  second  appeal  to  the  Department,  and  on 
May  25, 1897,  the  Department,  affirming  your  office  decision,  said  : 

Lawrence  contested  Furlting's  entry,  not  on  the  ground  of  prior  settlement,  bat 
on  the  ground  that  Furlong  was  disqualified.  It  is  true  that  he  alleged  settlement 
on  April  22,  182^9,  but  he  did  not  claim  that  he  had  settled  prior  to  Furlong;  on  the 
contrary,  he  testitied  at  the  trial  that  Furlong  was  on  the  land  when  he  reached  it. 
The  time  when  he  actually  settled,  then,  was  immaterial,  as  he  had  no  ri^^hts  as 
against  Furlong  by  virtue  of  that  settlement.  On  the  cancellation  of  Furlooge* 
entry  Lawrence  had  a  contestant's  preference  right  for  a  period  of  thirty  days,  and 
the  ])rincipal  ([uestiou  for  consideration  here  is  as  to  the  date  when  that  preference 
right  began  to  run. 

Before  notice  was  served  upon  him  of  departmental  decision  of  October  10,  1892, 
the  practice  in  regard  to  closing  cases  after  final  judgment  by  the  Department  had 
been  changed.  When  the  local  officers  advised  him,  then,  that  he  should  not  att^empt 
to  exercise  his  preference  right  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  Fnr- 
long  for  filing  motion  for  review,  they  were  following  the  new  practice — the  pra<'tice 
authorized  by  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Allen  r.  Price.  Under  that  decision  it  was 
their  duty  to  reserve  the  land  from  entry  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  timi" 
allowed  for  tiling  motion  for  review,  and  had  Lawrence  tendered  his  homestead 
application  during  that  time  they  would  have  had  to  reject  it. 

Fnrlong  filed  motion  for  review  on  January  6;  1893.    The  effect  of  that  motion 
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was  to  snspend  all  further  action  in  regard  to  tins  land  until  it  hod  been  diflponod 
of.  It  was  withdrawn  on  April  8,  1893,  iin<l  at  no  time  prior  to  that  date  coulu 
Lawrence's  preference  right  as  a  successful  contestjuit  have  attach<'d.  He  filed  his 
homestead  application  on  April  19,  1893,  and  consequently  was  in  time.  It  was 
error  on  the  part  of  the  local  ofiScers  to  allow  Seeger  to  make  entry  on  April  8, 1893. 

The  inotioD  for  review  of  this  decision  specifies  two  grounds  of  error, 
viz: 

1st.  That  said  decision  is  predicated  solely  upon  the  assumption  that  the  practice 
m  the  case  of  Lawrence  v.  PMrlong  was  governed  by  the  new  rule  of  Allen  r.  Price; 
while  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  practice  in  that  case  was  not  governed  by  the  new 
rule. 

2nd.  That  it  was  error  to  re-open  the  question  of  Lawrence's  claim  to  a  preference 

right  of  entry  aa  successful  contestant,  in  that  the  same  was  fully  passed  upon  by 

,  the  Hon.  Commissioner,  in  his  decision  of  December  27,  1893,  and  the  prolerence 

right  held  to  have  expired,  and  no  appeal  was  taken  from  that  holding,  and  that 

question  was  in  no  wise  before  your  honor  for  adjudication. 

These  grounds  of  alleged  error  are  urged  with  much  elaboration  of 
argument. 

•It  is  true  that  the  decision  under  review  is  predicated  solely  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  practice  in  the  case  at  bar  was  governed  by  tlie 
rule  in  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Price.  It  is  also  true  that  the  practice  in 
the  case  at  bar  should  not  have  been  aff'ected  by  the  new  rule. 

In  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Price,  supra  (15  L.  D.,  424),  it  was  held,  that 
on  the  successful  termination  of  a  contest  the  land  embraced  in  the 
canceled  entry  should  be  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  contestant 
during  the  statutory  period  provided  for  the  exercise  of  his  preferred 
right  of  entry.  If  an  application  to  enter  is  presented  during  said 
period,  by  a  stranger  to  the  record,  it  should  be  held  in  abeyance  to 
await  the  action  of  the  contestant.  This  rule  was,  however,  expressly 
limited  by  the  decision  to  future  cases,  and  it  was  ^aid  that  the  case  at 
that  time  under  consideration  must  be  governed  by  the  rule  then  in 
force.    This  decision  was  made  on  November  16,  1892. 

It  results  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  judgment  of  cancellation  therein  of 
October  10, 1892,  having  been  carried  into  effect  on  October  24,  1892, 
by  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  of  Furlong,  the  rule  in  the  case  ot* 
Allen  V.  Price  was  without  application.  The  application  of  Seeger, 
therefore,  made  on  April  8,  1893,  he  being  the  first  qualified  applicant 
to  enter  the  tract  after  the  cancellation  of  Furlong's  entry,  was  prop- 
erly allowed  by  the  local  officers  under  the  rule  then  in  force  as  to  that 
case.  But  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  his  entry  should  stand  in 
the  way  of  the  exercise  by  Lawrence  of  his  preference  right  of  entry 
resulting  from  his  successful  contest  of  Furlong's  entry. 

Under  the  old  rule  an  entry  of  land  made  pending  the  exercise  of  the 
preference  right  of  entry  of  a  successful  contestant  was  made  subject 
to  the  exercise  of  that  right  within  the  time  allowed  by  law.  So  the 
question  here  is,  whether  Lawrence  has  lost  his  preference  right  by 
reason  of  his  own  laches.  I  think  not.  It  is  true  that  he  was  required 
under  the  law  and  regulations  of  the  Department  to  assert  his  prefer- 
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eiice  right  within  thirty  days  from  notice  of  the  cancellation  of  the  con- 
tested entry.  This  he  did  not  do,  but,  as  has  been  seen,  the  local 
officers,  acting  presumably  on  the  assumption  that  the  rule  in  Allen  r. 
Price  would  govern  the  procedure  in  the  case  at  bar,  advised  him  that 
he  should  not  attempt  to  exercise  his  preference  right  until  after  the 
time  allowed  Furlong  for  filing  motion  for  review.  This  advice  was 
erroneous  and  misleading,  was  presumably  the  cause  of  his  not  making 
his  application  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  old  rule,  and  being 
the  advice  of  the  officers  of  the  government  merely  upon  a  question  of 
departmental  practice,  should  not  operate  to  deprive  the  applicant  of 
his  rights  under  the  law.  He  filed  his  application  in  less  than  thirty 
days  after  the  motion  for  review  had  been  disposed  of^  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  is  held  to  be  in  time. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  is  without  force.  The  fact  that  the 
contestant  did  not  appeal  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  December 
27, 1893,  holding  that  his  preference  right  of  entry  had  expired,  will 
not  interfere  to  deny  him  the  benefit  of  anything  in  the  record,  when  it 
is  remembered  that  your  said  office  decision  was  in  his  favor,  though  on 
another  ground,  and  there  was  consequently  no  necessity  for  him  to 
appeal. 

The  decision  of  your  office  gave  him  all  he  asked  for,  to  wit,  the  right 
to  make  entry  of  the  tract. 

Moreover,  the  appeal  of  Seeger  brought  the  whole  record  to  the 
Department,  and  every  question  in  the  case  was  fully  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  There  was  no  error  in  the 
decision  complained  of  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  and 
his  motion  is  denied. 


PlXACTICE-AFFrDAVIT  OF  CONTEST— EVXDENCB— OKLAHOMA  LANDS. 

DEVOSE  V.  KlEHL. 

The  corroboration  of  an  affidavit  of  con  tout  is  for  the  iu  formation  and  protection  of 
the  local  officers,  and  after  a  hearing  is  ordered  the  absence  of  such  corrobora- 
tion id  immaterial. 

In  a  contest  based  upon  alleged  priority  of  settlement  it  is  not  essential  that  the 
affidavit  of  contest  should  set  forth  that  the  contestant  has  established  residence 
on  the  laud,  if,  at  such  time,  residence  on  his  part  is  not  necessary. 

The  irregularity  of  order  in  which  a  party  may  be  permitted  to  introduce  bis  testi- 
mony will  not  be  held  reversible  error  where  such  procedure  is  not  prejudicial 
to  the  rights  of  the  adverse  party,  and  is  deemed  necessary  to  the  ascertainment 
of  the  relative  rights  of  both  parties. 

One  who  is  within  the  Outlet  at  the  date  of  the  President's  proclamation,  occupying 
a  tract  of  leased  land  by  the  consent  of  the  Indian  agent,  but  goes  outside  there- 
after, and  there  remains  until  after  the  opening,  is  not  disqualified  as  a  settler, 
if,  by  his  former  presence  within  the  prohibited  territory,  he  seoure^l  no  advan- 
tage over  others. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  November 
(W.V.  D.)  12,  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

The  case  of  Oliver  J.  Devore  v.  John  A.  Riehl  has  been  considered 
on  the  appeal  of  the  defendant  from  your  office  deciaion  of  Febraary 
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20, 1896,  holding  his  homestead  entry,  No.  608,  for  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec.  35, 
T.  26y  B.  1  E.,  Perry  land  district,  Oklahoma,  subject  to  the  plaintiff's 
superior  right. 

The  entry  of  Eiehl  for  said  land  was  made  on  September  23, 1893, 
and  on  December  11, 1893,  Devore  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging 
that, 

on  the  20th  day  of  September,  1893,  affiant  went  npon  said  tract  of  land  with  the 
intention  of  claiming  the  same  as  a  homestead,  under  the  homestead  law,  and  made 
settlement  thereon ;  that  on  said  day  I  plowed  one  furrow  around  the  entire  claim ; 
that  I  laid  a  foundation  of  2  by  6's  spiked  together  as  a  foundation  for  a  house,  and 
hauled  stone  and  placed  six  piers  thereunder;  also  plowed  a  tract  around  said  foun- 
dation; that  on  the  25th  of  September  I  plowed  two  acres  of  said  tract;  and  tbat 
said  settlement  was  prior  to  the  entry  of  Riehl  and  prior  to  any  settlement  made  by 
said  entryman  or  any  other  person  on  said  tract. 

This  affidavit  was  not  corroborated. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  for  May  1, 1895,  bat  was  continued  from  time 
to  time  until  August  13, 1895.  In  the  meantime,  however,  on  July  13, 
1895,  Kiehl  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  contest,  for  the  reason  that  the 
allegations  in  the  affidavit  are  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  that  the  same  is  not  corroborated.  Devore  had  personal 
notice  of  said  motion,  and  on  July  25,  1895,  filed  an  amended  affidavit 
of  contest,  duly  corroborated.  The  amended  affidavit  is  substantially 
the  same  as  the  first,  but  alleges,  further,  that  the  contestant 

followed  said  improvements  up  by  the  establishing  of  his  actual  residence  on  said 
tract  of  land  on  or  about  13th  day  of  Deoemberi  1893,  and  has  continually  resided 
there  ever  since,  and  has  made  other  and  valuable  improvements  on  said  tract. 

When  the  case  was  called  for  trial  at  the  local  office,  attorneys  for 
the  entryman  objected  to  the  introduction  of  evidence  under  the  affidavit 
of  contest,  for  the  reason  that  the  original  affidavit  of  contest,  filed 
December  11, 1893,  was  a  "legal  nullity,''  and  for  the  reason  set  forth  in 
motion  to  dismiss,  filed  July  13,  1894;  and  for  the  further  reason  that 
the  same  was  not  a  proper  basis  of  an  amendment,  and  that  no  proper  or 
sufficient  form  of  a  legal  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed  within  the  three 
months  of  the  date  of  alleged  settlement. 

This  objection  was  overruled,  and  an  exception  taken  at  the  time. 

The  cause  proceeded  to  trial,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  offered  his  tes- 
timony in  chief  touching  his  alleged  settlement  on  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, his  improvements  thereon,  and  the  date  thereof.  The  defendant 
then  introduced  certain  testimony  in  rebuttal,  and  certain  other  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  the  contestant  was  disqualified  for  having 
been  in  the  Cherokee  strip  during  the  prohibited  period.  The  con- 
testant was  then  permitted  to  introduce  testimony  on  the  question  of 
his  alleged  disqualification,  and  also  to  introduce  other  and  further 
testimony  on  the  main  issue  of  his  alleged  prior  settlement.  This  tes- 
timony was  iiitroduced  over  the  objection  of  the  defendant. 

The  local  officers  found  that  tlie  contestant  made  settlement  on  the 
laud  prior  to  the  defendant's  entry,  and  that  he  was  not  disqualified. 
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Your  office  affirmed  the  findiupf  of  the  local  officers  and  approved 
the  rulings  made  by  those  officer*^  in  the  progress  of  the  trial. 

In  the  appeal  now  under  consideration  it  is  urged  by  the  entry maii^ 
substantially: 

1st.  That  it  was  error  to  order  a  hearing  on  plaintiff's  first  affidavit  of  contest, 
and  error  to  aUow  it  amen  led. 

2nd.  That  it  was  error  to  aUow  the  contestant  to  offer  evidence  in  chief  aft«r  the 
def'i'ii'  ant  had  met  and  overcome  contestant's  evidence  on  the  main  issue. 

3rd.  That  it  was  error  to  hold  that  the  contestant  was  not  shown  to  be  disqualified. 

4th.  Error  in  holding  that  the  contestant's  settlement  was  prior  to  that  of 
defendant. 

The  contestant's  first  affidavit  of  contest  was  good.  It  alleged  set- 
tlement prior  to  the  entry  of  the  defendant  and  prior  to  any  settlement 
made  by  him  or  any  other  person.  It  did  not  allege  the  establishment 
of  residence,  but,  at  the  time  the  affidavit  was  made,  an  allegation  of 
residence  was  not  necessary.  A  settler  has  a  reasonable  time  after 
settlement  to  establish  residence,  and  what  is  a  reasonable  time  will 
depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  and  any  question  as  to  the 
timely  establishment  of  residence  might  have  been  raised  at  the  hear- 
ing by  the  entryman  by  a  plea  in  the  nature  of  a  confession  and  avoid- 
ance. Nor  was  the  affidavit  fatally  defective  for  want  of  verification. 
The  local  officers  have  a  large  discretion  in  ordering  hearings,  and  the 
corroboration  of  an  affidavit  of  contest  is  for  their  information  and 
protection,  and  the  fact  that  an  affidavit  of  contest  is  not  corroborated 
is  not  one  that  can  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  parties.  Moreover, 
in  the  case  at  bar,  the  amended  affidavit  was  duly  corroborated  and 
related  back  to  the  original  affidavit. 

The  order  in  which  the  contestant  was  permitted  to  introduce  his 
testimony  was  irregular,  but  the  inadequate  provisions  of  law  govern- 
ing trials  before  the  local  officers,  and  more  especially  the  lack  of 
authority  in  those  officers  to  issue  compulsory  process  to  secure  the 
attendance  of  witnesses,  render  their  attendance  capricious  and  nncer- 
tain,  so  that  the  ordinary  rules  of  introducing  testimony  must  often  be 
departed  from  to  meet  the  demands  of  a  more  substantial  justice.  It 
is  not  perceived  how  the  substantial  rights  of  the  entryman  have  been 
injuriously  affected  by  the  rulings  of  the  local  officers  in  this  regard. 
The  contestant  had  made  o,  prima  facie  case  of  settlement  on  a  certain 
date.  This  the  defendant  undertook  to  break  down,  and,  in  a  manner 
succeeded.  The  contestant  was  then  permitted  to  introduce  other  wit 
nesses  on  the  same  issue.  It  will  be  assumed  that  the  local  officers 
believed  this  procedure  necessary  to  an  ascertainment  of  the  just  rights 
of  the  parties.  Those  officers  state  in  their  decision  herein  that  they 
permitted  it  for  the  sole  '*  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  truth,"  and  far- 
ther that  the  contestant  did  not,  on  the  day  he  submitted  his  evidence 
in  chief,  have  other  witnesses  on  that  point,  and  for  this  additional 
rea.son  they  were  permitted  to  testify  on  the  following  day.  There  is 
no  reversible  error  in  this  procedure. 
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On  the  question  of  alleged  disqualification,  .it  appears  that  tbe  land 
in  controversy  is  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  which  was  opened  to  settle- 
ment and  entry  on  the  16th  day  of  September,  1893.  It  appears  further 
that  the  contestant  was  in  the  Outlet  at  the  time  of  and  after  the 
President's  proclamation  relative  thereto.  It  appears,  however,  that 
he  held  a  lease  for  certain  allotted  lands  in  the  Cherokee  strip  from  a 
Toukawa  Indian,  and  that  he  was  on  this  land  for  the  purpose  of  look- 
ing after  a  crop  of  hay ;  that  he  was  there  by  the  written  consent  of 
the  Indian  agent,  and  that  he  was  not  on  or  in  sight  of  the  land  in  con- 
troversy. He  went  out  of  the  strip  as  soon  as  he  heard  of  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation,  and  staid  out  until  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  the  day 
of  the  opening.  He  did  not  settle  on  the  land  in  controversy  nntil 
four  days  after  the  opening.  It  is  clear  that  his  presence  in  the  pro- 
hibited territory  secured  him  no  advantage  over  others. 

The  clear  preponderance  of  the  testimony  shows  that  he  made  settle- 
ment on  the  tract  in  controversy  on  September  20, 1893.  The  defend- 
ant does  not  claim  to  have  made  settlement  on  the  land  before  the  date 
of  his  entry,  September  23, 1893.  Contestant's  settlement  was  prior  to 
the  settlement  and  entry  of  the  defendant,  he  established  residence 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  has  since  resided  on  and  cultivated  the 
land  as  required  by  law. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


CALIFOBNIA   SCIIOOI^   LANDS -INT>EM NIT Y   SEL.KCTION8, 

Instructions  Modified. 

/Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Novem- 

her  17^  1897.  (A.  M.) 

In  your  letter  of  the  10th  instant  you  called  attention  to  the  circular 
of  July  23,  1885—4  L.  D.,  79— wherein  the  local  land  officers  of  the 
several  United  States  land  offices  in  California  were  instructed  as  to 
tbe  form  in  which  indemnity  school  selections  should  be  presented,  and 
quoted  the  last  paragraph  thereof  as  follows: 

It  havlDg  been  represeiit^^d  that  in  the  State  of  California  the  local  officers  in  some 
of  the  districts  cannot  with  certainty  certify  to  the  validity  of  the  bjises  used  for 
indemnity  school  selections  on  account  of  the  complicated  condition  of  land  affaira 
in  the  State  and  imperfection  of  their  records,  the  registers  and  receivers  therein  are 
directed,  upon  the  filing  of  applications  to  make  such  selections,  to  certify  as  to  the 
dates  of  filing  thereof  and  the  condition  of  their  records  as  to  tracts  selected  and  the 
bases  used,  and  forward  the  applications  to  this  office  by  special  lettei's  for  instruc- 
tions. They  will  withhold  approval  of  the  applications  and  refuse  to  receive  the 
legal  fees  nntil  advised  by  this  office  that  the  selections  may  bo  admitted. 

With  respect  to  this  paragraph  you  have  stated  that  the  conditions 
that  prevailed  when  the  circular  was  adopted  no  longer  exist  and  that 
its  requirements  entail  additional  and  unnecessary  work  on  your  oftice, 
beyond  that  required  in  acting  on  similar  selections  from  other  States. 
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Toa  have  accordingly,  id  view  of  reasons  set  forth,  recoannended 
that  the  circular  mentioned  be  modified  by  striking  therefrom  the  para- 
graph quoted,  and  that  you  be  authorized  to  instruct  the  local  officers 
in  California  to  acO/Cpt  list  of  selections  and  collect  fees  thereon,  on 
presentation,  if  their  records  show  the  selected  lands  to  be  subject  to 
selection  and  free  from  adverse  claims,  and  that  the  bases  of  the  selcct- 
tions  are  prima  facie  valid. 

As  by  this  modification  the  State  of  California  will  be  placed  on  the 
same  footing  with  other  States  in  the  matter  of  school  land  indemnity 
selections,  and  as  it  appears  that  the  retention  of  the  paragraph  is  no 
longer  necessary  I  hereby  modify  the  aforementioned  circular  by 
eliminating  therefrom  the  paragraph  under  discussion  and  direct  that 
you  instruct  the  local  officers  in  California  in  accordance  with  your 
recommendation. 


Clark  v.  Mansfield. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  April  22,  1897,  24  L. 
D.,  343,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss  November  17,  1897. 


PRE-EMPTION-rNTERVENING  CLAIMS-CONTESTANT. 

Gbanfladen  v.  Hamilton. 

Failnre  to  submit  pre-emption  final  proof,  and  make  payment  for  the  land,  within 
tbe  statutory  life  of  a  filing  on  unoffered  land,  does  not  defeat  all  rights  under  the 
filing,  but  subjects  the  claim  to  any  ]«gal  settlement  claim  that  may  intervene. 

As  between  a  pre-emptor  thus  in  default  and  a  homestead  claimant  for  the  same 
land,  who  is  also  in  default,  in  the  matter  of  settlement  and  residence,  the 
superior  right  is  with  the  one  who  first  takes  steps  to  cnre  his  default. 

A  successful  content  against  the  homestead  entry  in  such  a  case  will  not  defeat  the 
right  of  a  minor  claimant  under  the  pre-emption  filing  to  submit  final  proof,  if, 
prior  to  the  conclusion  of  said  contest  application  is  made  to  complete  the  pre- 
emption claim,  and  it  appears  that  the  contestant  had  not  made  settlement  on 
the  land  at  such  time,  and  was  aware,  at  the  time  of  initiating  his  contest,  of 
the  fact  that  the  minor  with  his  guardian  was  residing  upon  and  claiming  (be 
land. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Novem- 
(W.  V.  D.)  her  17,  1897,  (W.  A.  E.) 

On  February  10, 1880,  Mary  T.  Jacobson  filed  preemption  declara- 
tory statement  for  the  N.  J  of  the  FB.  J  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  NE.  i  of 
Sec.  23,  T.  106  K,  R.  50  W.,  Mitchell,  Soath  Dakota,  land  district, 
alleging  settlement  January  25,  1880.  Said  land  being  nnoflered,  the 
time  for  making  proof  and  payment  under  tbe  filing  expired  October 
25,  1882. 

On  September  8, 1893,  T.  J.  Spangler  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
same  land. 
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On  April  25, 1895,  James  Hamilton  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Spangler's  entry,  charging  abandonment. 

Hearing  was  had  Jane  4, 1895,  the  defendant  Spangler  making  default. 

Jane  29, 1895,  Thomas  L.  Granfiaden,  guardian  of  Lewis  T.  Jacobson, 
minor  heir  of  Mary  T.  Jacobson,  deceased,  filed  an  application  to  make 
proof  and  payment  under  the  decedent's  filing.  This  application  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  on  August  2, 1895,  for  the  reason  that  the 
land  was  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of  Spangler,  and  that  proof 
could  not  be  made  under  said  filing  after  the  lapse  of  the  statutory 
period. 

The  local  officers  also,  on  the  same  day,  recommended  the  cancella- 
tion of  Spangler's  entry. 

Spangler  did  not  appeal,  but  Granfiaden  filed  appeal  from  the  rejec- 
tion of  his  application. 

On  January  28,  1896,  your  office  canceled  Spangler's  entry,  and 
further  held  that  Granfladen's  application  was  properly  rejected. 

February  6,  1896,  Hamilton  made  homestead  entry  for  said  tract, 
and  on  March  27, 1896,  Granfiaden  filed  appeal  from  your  office  decision. 

It  appears  from  the  affidavits  submitted  with  Granfiadeu's  applica- 
tion that  Mrs.  Jacobson  applied  to  make  proof  on  November  10, 1880, 
and  started  to  the  local  land  office  for  that  purpose,  but  was  taken  sick 
on  the  way  and  died,  leaving  an  infant  boy  as  her  sole  heir;  that  a 
guardian  was  appointed  for  the  child,  and  that  this  guardian  ofifered 
proof  on  February  28, 1881,  but  did  not  make  payment  for  the  land, 
for  the  reason  that  he  was  unable  to  procure  the  necessary  amount  of 
money  at  the  time.  The  guardian  then  consulted  the  judge  of  the 
county  court  of  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  and  was 
informed  by  him  that  the  land  could  be  held  for  the  heir  until  he  should 
become  of  age  and  make  proof  for  himself,  and  that  it  would  not  be  wise 
for  the  guardian  to  make  proof  or  encumber  the  land  in  any  way. 

It  is  further  shown  that  the  guardian  and  the  minor  heir  have  resided 
on  this  land  ever  since  the  death  of  Mrs.  Jacobson,  and  that  valuable 
and  substantial  improvements  have  been  placed  thereon. 

In  the  case  of  Larson  v.  Parks,  1  L.  D.,  487,  it  was  held  that: 

Because  a  party  fails  only  in  the  matter  of  time  in  submitting  proof  and  making 
payment,  he  should  not  be  subjected  to  forfeiture  unless  a  valid  adverse  interest  has 
attached. 

In  the  case  of  Fideler  v.  Kurth,  5  L.  D.,  188,  it  was  held  that : 

The  right  of  a  pre-emption  settler,  who  did  not  file  within  the  statutory  period, 
is  not  defeated  by  the  entry  of  an  intervening  homesteader  who  has  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  law. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Dunlap  v.  Eaggio  et  al.,  6  L.  D.,  440, 
wherein  it  was  held  that: 

In  the  absence  of  a  legal  intervening  settlement  claim,  there  is  no  penalty  for 
failure  to  make  proof  and  payment  for  unoffered  land  within  the  statutory  period. 
The  right  of  a  pre-omptor  to  purchase  is  not  defeated  by  the  adverse  claim  of  a 
homesteader  who  alleges  residence  within  less  than  six  months  after  entry  and  fails 
to  show  the  same. 
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So  also  in  the  case  of  Davis  v,  Davidson,  8  L.  D.,  417,  in  which  it 
was  held  that: 

An  intervening  adverse  claimant,  alleging  settlement  rights  acquired  after  the 
default  of  the  pre-emptor,  must  show,  in  order  to  defeat  the  pre-emptor's  right  of 
purchase,  an  actual  settlement,  hased  on  substantial  and  visible  acts  of  improve- 
ment. 

The  time  for  making  proof  and  payment  nnder  Mrs.  Jacobson's  filing 
expired  October  25^  1882,  bnt  the  failure  to  make  proof  and  payment 
within  the  statutory  period  did  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  all  rights  nnder 
that  filing.  It  simply  subjected  the  pre-emption  claim  to  any  legal 
settlement  claim  that  might  intervene. 

It  appears  that  Spangler,  the  intervening  entryman,  never  settled 
upon  or  improved  this  land.  He  seems  to  have  abandoned  all  claim  to 
it  as  soon  as  he  learned  that  the  guardian  and  minor  heir  were  residing 
there.  As  soon  as  he  defaulted  in  the  matter  of  settlement  and  resi- 
dence, he  and  the  pre-emption  claimant  stood  on  an  equal  footing,  and 
thereafter  the  better  right  would  rest  with  him  who  first  took  steps  to 
cure  his  default.  Granfladen,  by  filing  his  application  to  make  final 
proof,  took  the  first  step,  and  thus  acquired  the  superior  right. 

At  the  time,  then,  that  Hamilton  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Spangler's  entry,  said  entry  was  not  the  superior  claim  to  the  land,  but 
merely  stood  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  pre-emption  claim.  Before 
the  contest  was  decided,  the  pre-emption  claim  had  become  the  superior 
claim.  Gould  Hamilton,  by  successfuUy  contesting  the  inferior  claim, 
that  is,  the  homestead  entry,  also  defeat  the  superior  claim,  which  in 
this  instance  was  the  pre-emption  claim!  It  seems  to  be  a  logical  rul- 
ing that  the  simple  removal  of  the  inferior  claim  did  not  in  any  way 
affect  the  superior  claim,  and  that  it  was  necessary  for  Hamilton  to  do 
something  more  than  secure  the  canceUation  of  Spangler's  entry  in 
order  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  pre-emption  claimant.  He  might  have 
defeated  the  preemption  claim  by  making  settlement  on  the  land  prior 
to  the  time  Granfladen  filed  his  application  to  make  final  proof,  bnt  be 
did  not  do  this.  His  settlement  and  entry  are  subsequent  in  date  to 
Granfladen's  application. 

Again,  it  appears  that  at  the  time  Hamilton  initiated  his  contest  he 
had  full  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  guardian  and  the  minor  heir 
were  residing  upon  and  claiming  this  land.  He  testified  at  the  tnal 
that  prior  to  initiating  contest  he  went  out  to  the  land  and  examined 
it;  that  he  found  Granfladen  living  there;  that  he  tried  to  get  the  job 
of  painting  the  dwelling  house;  that  Granfladen  told  him  that  on 
account  of  bad  crops  he  could  not  afford  at  that  time  to  have  tbe 
painting  done;  and  that  he  thereupon  offered  to  take  Granfladen's 
note  and  wait  on  him  till  fall. 

In  the  case  of  Blake  v.  Marsh,  10  L.  D.,  612,  it  appeared  that  John 
Blake  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  a  certain  tract  on 
July  1, 1870,  and  died  before  making  final  proof.    His  widow  continued 
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to  reside  apou  and  improve  the  land,  bat  did  not  offer  to  make  final 
proof  until  April  2, 1880,  when  she  discovered  that  on  the  preceding 
day  Henry  J.  Marsh  had  made  homestead  entry  covering  a  portion  oi 
the  land  embraced  in  the  pre-emption  filing  of  her  deceased  husband. 
It  was  said  in  that  case: 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  evidence  shows  that  Marsh  knew  that  Mrs.  Blake  claimed 
said  tract,  that  she  had  resided  thereon  continnoasly  since  her  husband's  death, 
and  he  had  fully  recognized  her  superior  right  by  asking  permission,  from  both  her 

husband  and  Mrs.  Blake,  to  cultivate  a  portion  of  the  land The  fact  that 

Marsh,  after  living  on  his  homestead  claim,  as  he  alleges,  for  six  years  without  any 
claim  of  record,  succeeded  in  placing  his  entry  of  record  one  day  prior  to  the  date 
when  Mrs.  Blake  appeared  at  the  local  office  to  perfect  the  claim  filed  by  her  hus- 
band, will  not  defeat  the  superior  equity  of  Mrs.  Blake  for  the  tract  upon  which  she 
had  her  home,  and  which  Marsh  knew  she  claimed  and  had  reason  to  believe  she 
was  about  to  enter. 

The  Department  will  exercise  its  supervisory  authority  to  see  that  the  home  of  the 
widow  and  the  orphans  shaU  not  be  taken  away  by  one  who,  ''by  a  seeming  oompli- 
ance  with  the  forms  of  law,''  seeks  to  obtain  title  thereto  under  the  homestead  law. 

See  also  Caldwell  v.  Garden,  4  L.  D.,  306^  Turner  v.  Bumgardner,  5 
L.  D.,  317;  Tustin  v.  Adams,  22  L.  D.,  266;  Eector  v.  Gibbon,  111  U.  S., 
276. 

Whether,  then,  the  case,  as  now  presented  to  the  Department,  be 
considered  from  the  strict  legal  standpoint  or  from  the  standpoint  of 
equity  and  justice,  the  conclusion  is  the  same,  viz.,  that  the  guardian 
should  be  allowed  to  make  proof  and  payment  under  Mrs.  Jacobson's 
pre-emption  filing  for  the  benefit  of  the  minor  heir. 

By  your  office  letter  of  September  22,  1897,  were  transmitted  the 
record  in  the  contest  of  one  Fred  Dede  against  the  homestead  entry  of 
Hamilton,  and  the  protest  of  Oranfladcn  against  said  contest  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  coUusive  and  fraudulent. 

As  Dede's  affidavit  of  contest,  filed  July  25, 1896,  is  subsequent  to 
Granfladen's  application  to  make  proof  and  payment  under  Mrs.  Jacob- 
son's  filing,  any  rights  that  Dede  may  have  in  the  premises  are  subject 
to  those  of  Granfiaden. 

Your  office  decision  of  January  28, 1896,  is  reversed  so  far  as  it  rejects 
Granfladen's  application  to  make  proof  and  payment.  Dede's  contest 
will  be  suspended  pending  the  submission  of  proof  by  the  guardian. 
If  the  proof  submitted  by  the  guardian  is  found  to  be  satisfactory,  you 
will  caU  ui)on  Hamilton  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be 
citnceled. 


Hudson  v.  Obb. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  11, 1897, 24  L.  D., 
429,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss  November  17^  1897. 
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DESEBT    LAND    ENTBT-ORDEB    OF    SUSPENSION. 

Bashobe  V.  Latham. 

On  the  r«YOcation  of  an  order  suspending  a  desert  land  entry  time  does  not  begin  to 
run  against  the  entryman  until  he  is  properly  served  with  a  definite  notice  of 
such  revocation. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office,  N'ovember 
(W.  V.  D.)  17,1897.  (E.M.  R,) 

This  case  involves  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  27  S.,  E.  24  B.,  M.  D.  M., 
Yisalia  land  district,  California. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1877, 
J.  K.  S.  Latham  made  desert  land  entry  for  the  above  described  land, 
which  entry,  together  with  others,  was  snspended  on  September  28th, 
1877,  under  order  of  September  12,  1877.  February  10,  1891,  said 
general  order  of  suspension  was  revoked  under  departmental  directions 
made  on  January  12, 1891. 

On  the  17th  day  of  May,  1895,  John  Bashore  filed  an  affidavit  of 
contest,  alleging  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  desert  land  act 
in  the  matter  of  reclamation  of  the  land. 

The  local  officers  ordered  a  hearing  to  be  had  on  August  5, 1895,  at 
which  time  the  plaintiff  appeared  and  made  affidavit,  as  provided,  and 
applied  for  order  of  service  of  notice  by  publication.  This  order  was 
accordingly  granted  by  the  local  officers  and  September  13, 1895,  set 
as  the  dq^te  of  hearing.  When  said  time  arrived  for  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  that  the  contest  be  dismissed 
for  the  reason  that  no  cause  of  action  was  stated  in  the  affidavit  of 
contest,  inasmuch  as  the  allegation  of  non-reclamation  was  premature. 
This  motion  was  overruled  and  the  contestant  introduced  testimony,  to 
which  action  the  defendant  excepted  alleging  that  the  appeal  from  the 
ruling  of  the  local  officers,  filed  by  him,  had  ousted  them  of  jurisdiction. 

On  the  16th  day  of  September,  1895,  the  local  officers  rendered  their 
decision  finding  that  three  years  had  elapsed — ^the  time  allowed  by  the 
original  desert  land  act — since  the  date  of  said  entry,  exclusive  of  the 
period  of  suspension,  and  that  the  land  had  not  been  reclaimed^  they, 
therefore,  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

On  appeal,  your  office  decision  of  April  23, 1896,  reversed  the  action 
of  the  local  officers,  holding  that  three  years,  exclusive  of  the  period 
of  suspension,  counting  from  the  time  proper  service  of  such  revoca- 
tion of  suspension  was  made  on  the  defendant,  to  wit,  the  22nd  day  of 
August,  1893,  had  not  expired. 

Appeal  by  the  plaintiff  brings  the  cause  before  the  Department. 

In  the  case  of  Farnell  et  ah  v.  Brown  (21  L.  D.,  394),  it  was  held  that 
time  did  not  commence  to  run  against  a  desert  entryman,  after  the 
order  of  revocation  of  the  suspension,  until  due  and  proper  notice  of 
such  revocation  was  given  him.    That  case  arose  in  the  same  land 
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office  aud  had  reference  to  the  entries  which  were  saspended  and  the 
revocation  of  the  suspension  ordered  February  10, 1891,  by  the  Depart- 
ment.   It  was  held  in  the  opinion : 

It  is  shown  that  from  May  9^  to  June  1,  1891,  the  local  officers^  by  ordinary  mail, 
notified  the  desert  entryman  of  the  decision  of  February  10, 1891^  and  ou  August  15, 
1893;  your  office  instructed  the  local  officers  that  this  notice  was  insufficient;  inas- 
much as  the  Rules  of  Practice  required  notice  to  be  sent  by  registered  mail. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  White  v.  Dodge  (21  L.  D.,  494). 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  argues  that  the  defendant  was  represented 
before  the  Department  by  attorneys  in  the  proceedings  leading  to  the 
decision  of  January  12, 1891,  revoking  the  suspension  of  these  entries, 
and  that  they  were  notified  thereof  on  February  10, 1891,  and  that  such 
notice  was,  in  law,  notice  to  this  entryman ;  further,  that  your  office 
erred  in  not  considering  the  notice  given  to  said  attorneys  on  said 
date,  February  10, 1891,  and  also  the  notice  given  them  on  the  follow- 
ing dates:  August  5, 1892,  November  7,  1892,  December  2, 1892,  and 
January  6, 1893,  and  that,  therefore,  the  notice  given  on  August  22, 
1893,  to  the  entryman  was  wholly  unnecessary. 

This  question  was  considered  in  White  v.  Dodge,  on  re-review  (23 
L.  D.,  240),  and  as  now  presented  is  in  all  essential  respects  similar  to 
the  case  as  then  presented,  except  that  in  said  case  the  notice  given 
said  attorneys  on  February  10, 1891,  and  on  September  25, 1891,  was 
set  out  in  full,  whereas  in  the  cause  at  bar  such  alleged  notices  are  not 
set  out  and  are  referred  to  by  date  only. 

In  the  case  of  White  t?.  Dodge,  on  re-review,  supra,  it  was  held  that 
the  notice  contained  in  the  letter  of  February  10,  1891,  and  that  con- 
tained in  the  letter  of  September  25, 1891,  to  the  attorneys  representing 
one  hundred  and  sixty-three  desert  entrymen,  in  Kern  county,  Cali- 
fornia, were  not  sufficient  in  themselves,  and  it  was  determined  as 
matter  of  law  that  the  maxim  id  certum  eat  quod  certnm  reddi  potest  did 
not  apply  to  matters  of  pleading,  and  that  the  notice  shown  was  too 
vague  and  indefinite. 

This  entry  having  been  made  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1877,  having 
been  suspended  on  the  28th  day  of  September,  1877,  the  order  of  sus- 
pension having  been  revoked  and  proper  notice  thereof  having  only 
been  given  on  August  22, 1893,  and  the  contest  affidavit  having  been 
filed  May  17, 1895,  it  follows  that  this  entry  has  only  been  in  existence, 
excluding  the  period  of  suspension,  two  years,  one  month  and  twenty- 
four  days,  counting  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  of  contest. 

In  this  case,  however,  it  appears  from  what  has  heretofore  been  set 
out,  that  at  the  original  date  set  for  hearing,  to  wit,  August  5, 1895,  this 
plaintiff  set  forth  that  he  had  not  made  service  and  asked  for  order  of 
service  by  publication,  which  order,  as  has  been  seen,  was  accordingly 
granted  and  hearing  set  for  September  13, 1896.  Without  ascertaining 
when  said  service  by  publication  became  complete  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  it  became  so  prior  to  such  latter  date,  making  a  total  of  two  years, 
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six  months  and  twenty-one  days  that  the  entry  had  been  in  existence, 
exclusive  of  the  period  of  suspension,  as  determined  up  to  the  time 
when  proper  notice  of  its  revocation  was  given  the  entryman. 

Your  office  was  correct  in  dismissing  the  contest  and  that  action  is 
affirmed. 


WAGON  ROAD  GRANT --BONA  FIDE  PURCHASER  ^CONFIRMATION. 

California  and  Oregon  Land  Oompany. 

The  title  of  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  from  a  wagon  road  oompany  of  lands  previously 
certified  tiiereto,  is  confirmed,  in  the  absence  of  adverse  claims,  although  by  the 
true  construction  of  the  grant  to  said  company  said  lands  were  excepted  there- 
from ;  and  in  such  case  the  only  remedy  left  to  the  government  is  by  way  of  suit 
against  the  wagon  road  company  to  recover  the  value  of  said  lands. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Ojfflc€j  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  19, 1897.  (F.  W.  O.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  October  2, 1897,  was  enclosed  a  copy  of 
your  office  decision  of  April  2, 1897,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  S^  of 
the  N£l  and  E^  of  the  SE|  and  lots  5  and  6  of  Sec.  31,  T.  18  S.,  B.  1 
W.,  Boseborg  land  district,  Oregon,  were  excepted  from  the  grant  made 
Jaly  2, 1864,  (13  Stat.,  355)  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Oregon 
Central  Military  Boad,  and  in  which  a  rule  was  laid  upon  said  company 
and  its  successors,  the  California  and  Oregon  Land  Company,  to  show 
cause  why  proceedings  should  not  be  instituted  to  set  aside  the  title 
erroneously  conveyed  by  the  certification  made  on  December  8, 1871, 
on  account  of  said  grant. 

The  records  show  that  the  tract  above  described  was  embraced  in  the 
donation  certification  of  Oliver  L.  Barrett,  filed  April  4, 1855,  which 
claim  remained  of  record  until  canceled  by  your  office  April  4, 1896. 

To  said  rule  the  California  and  Oregon  Land  Company  responded, 
asking  the  dismissal  of  the  rule,  upon  the  ground  that  the  donation 
notification  was  not  sufficient  to  except  the  tract  from  the  grant  named; 
and,  further,  that  said  company,  the  California  and  Oregon  Land  Com- 
pany, had  been  adjudged  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  Oregon 
Central  Military  Boad  Company  of  the  land  in  question,  in  the  case  of 
the  United  States  v.  The  California  and  Oregon  Land  Co.  (148  U.  S., 
31),  and  that  its  title  was  therefore  confirmed  by  the  act  of  March  2, 
1896  (29  Stat.,  42). 

Your  office  letter  of  May  22, 1897,  refused  to  dismiss  the  rule,  and  as 
no  further  answer  was  made  thereto  the  matter  is  submitted  for  the 
consideration  of  this  Department. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v,  Winona  and  St  Peter  Bailroad 
Co.,  (165  U.  S.,  463)  the  court,  after  referring  to  the  acts  of  March  3, 
1887,  (24  Stat.,  556)  and  March  2, 1896,  (29  Stat.,  42)  states  that: 

Out  conclusion  is  that  these  acts  operated  to  oonflrm  the  title  to  eveiy  pmohMer 
from  a  railroad  company  of  the  lauds  certified  or  patented  to  or  for  its  benefit,  not* 
withstanding  anymore  errors  or  irregularities  in  the  prooeedings  of  the  land  depart- 
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ment,  and  uotwithBtanding  the  fact  that  the  lands  bo  certified  or  patented  were,  by 
the  trae  construction  of  the  land  grants^  although  within  the  limits  of  the  grants, 
excepted  from  their  operation,  provided  that  he  purchased  in  good  faith,  paid  value 
for  the  lands,  and,  providing,  also,  that  the  lands  were  public  lauis  in  the  statu- 
tory sense  of  the  term  and  free  firom  individaal  or  other  claims. 

Barrett's  claim  auder  the  donation  notification,  which  is  held  to  have 
been  sufficient  to  have  defeated  the  grant,  having  been  duly  canceled 
and  the  California  and  Oregon  Land  Company  having  been  adjudged 
to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  Oregon  Central  Military  Road 
Company,  it  follows,  under  the  decision  above  quoted,  that  as  to  the 
land  here  involved  the  title  of  the  California  and  Oregon  Land  Com- 
pany must  be  held  to  have  been  confirmed,  and  no  action  should  be 
brought  by  the  United  States  looking  to  the  setting  aside  of  the  title 
conveyed  under  the  certification  before  referred  to.  The  only  right 
remaining  to  the  United  States  is  the  right  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
land  from  the  Oregon  Central  Military  Eoad  Company.  To  this  end,  I 
have  to  direct  that  demand  be  made  upon  said  company,  if  still  in 
existence,  or  upon  any  one  found  who  can  be  held  liable  through  that 
company. 


DiTTMER  V.  Wolfe. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  August  19, 1897,  25  L. 
D.y  137,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  November  19, 1897. 


PBTVATE  LAN©  CLATM-SMAIilj  HOIiDrNTG. 

DoNAoiANO  Chavez. 

Under  seetion  12,  act  of  March  3, 1891,  all  claims  under  Spanish  or  Mexican  granti, 
referred  to  in  section  6  of  said  act,  are  to  he  held  as  ahandoned,if  not  presented 
hefore  the  court  of  private  land  claims  within  two  years  from  the  taking  effect 
of  said  act;  and  a  grant  occupying  such  status  is  consequently  no  bar  to  the 
adjudication  of  a  ''small  holding"  lying  within  the  limits  of  such  grant. 

Se&retary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  November 
( W.  V.  D.)  IP,  1897.  (C.  W.  P.) 

With  your  letter  of  August  11, 1896,  you  transmit  the  appeal  of 
Donaciano  Chavez  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  April  15, 1896, 
suspending  his  "  small  holding  "  claim,  ISo.  1759,  for  3.77  acres  of  land 
in  section  32,  township  10  N.,  range  3  E.,  Santa  Fe  land  district,  New 
Mexico,  until  the  question  of  title  to  the  '< Antonio  Sandoval "  grant  is 
determined. 

March  2, 1896,  Chavez  submitted  proof  of  his  possession  and  occupa* 
tion  of  said  land,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  conflict 
with  the  timber  culture  entry,  No.  141,  of  Eichard  Page.  Chavez 
appealed.  Your  office  found  that  Chavez  claims  title  from  Francisco 
Savedra,  through  Antonio  Sandoval  and  others,  and  that  an  examine- 
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tion  of  memoranda  on  file  in  your  office  shows  that  the  land  claimed  by 
Mr.  Chavez  is  within  the  limits  of  the  "Antonio  Sandoval,"  or  "  Las 
Laganitas  "  grant,  and  that  this  grant  has  not  been  surveyed,  but  that 
its  loctts  south  of  the  Albuquerque  grant,  as  shown,  as  well  as  its  prob- 
able location  furnished  by  the  surveyor-general  of  Kew  Mexico,  indi- 
cates that  Sec,  32,  T.  10  N.,  E.  3  E.,  is  entirely  within  the  limits  of  said 
grant  ^  and  the  claim  of  Chavez  was  held  suspended  until  the  question 
of  title  to  the  "Antonio  Sandoval "  grant  is  determined.  From  this 
decision  Chavez  has  appealed,  and  in  his  appeal  alleges : 

(1)  That  there  is  no  such  a  recognized  grant  as  the  'Antonio  Sandoval'  or  'Las 
Lagunitas  grant.' 

(2)  That  if  any  such  a  grant  ever  exiuted,  the  samehasneyer  been  officially  leoog- 
nlzed,  hut  has  been  rejected  by  the  surveyor  general  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico. 

(3)  That  the  Department  has  ruled  against  the  existence  of  any  such  grant,  and 
has  issued  patents,  for  lauds  embraced  within  the  aaid  alleged  grant. 

By  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Btat.,  854),  Congress  established  the 
court  of  private  land  claims,  for  the  final  adjudication  of  all  private 
land  claims  in  the  Territories  of  Kew  Mexico,  Arizona,  Utah  and  the 
States  of  Nevada,  Colorado  and  Wyoming. 

The  object  of  said  act  was  the  final  adjudication  of  all  private  land 
claims  in  the  States  and  Territories  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  the  cre- 
ation of  a  special  tribunal  was  to  provide  for  the  adjudication  of  claims 
under  grants  made  by  Spain  or  Mexico,  to  land  within  the  territory 
specified  in  said  act,  prior  to  its  acquisition  by  the  United  States.  Con- 
gress invested  said  tribunal  with  fiill  authority  to  determine  every 
question,  subject  to  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  respecting  the  validity,  extent  and  scope  of  all  unad- 
justed claims  to  lauds  included  in  Spanish  or  Mexican  grants.  The 
title,  validity  and  boundaries  of  such  grants  or  claims  were  to  be  adju- 
dicated according  to  the  law  of  nations,  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty 
concluded  between  the  United  States  and  the  Eepublic  of  Mexico  at  the 
city  of  Guadalupe- Hidalgo,  on  February  2, 1848,  and  the  treaty  between 
the  same  powers  on  December  30,  1853,  and  the  lands  embraced  within 
the  boundaries  of  Mexican  or  Spanish  grants  or  claims  at  the  date  said 
treaties  were  ratified  were  placed  in  a  state  of  reservation,  which  has 
been  continued  in  force  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  supray  and  will  so 
remain  until  after  the  judgment  of  said  court  becomes  final  and  in  all 
respects  complete. 

But  in  view  of  the  statements  contained  in  Mr.  Chavez's  appeal,  and 
of  section  twelve  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  supra,  which  provides  that 
all  claims  mentioned  in  section  six  of  said  act  (which  provides  for  the 
adjudication  of  claims  under  grants  by  Spain  or  Mexico),  shall  at  the  end 
of  two  years  from  the  taking  effect  of  the  act,  if  no  petition  in  respect 
to  the  same  shall  have  then  been  filed,  be  deemed  and  taken,  in  all 
courts  and  elsewhere,  to  be  abandoned,  and  shall  be  forever  barred,  yon 
are  directed  to  ascertain  whether  any  claim  has  been  filed  in  the  court 
of  private  land  claims  under  the  << Antonio  Sandoval"  or  <<Las  Laguni- 
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tas"  grant,  and  this  case  is  returned  to  your  office  that  you  may  pursue 
this  course,  and  in  case  it  appears  that  there  has  been  no  claim  filed  in 
the  court  of  private  land  claims  under  the  "Antonio  Sandoval"  or  "Las 
Laipinitas"  grant,  you  will  consider  the  proof  submitted  by  said  Chavez 
on  his  "  small  holding." 

The  tract  book  of  your  office  shows  that  August  11, 1896,  the  day  of 
the  date  of  your  letter  of  transmittal,  the  timber  culture  entry,  No.  141, 
of  said  Page  was  canceled  by  your  office,  from  which  action  Page  has 
not  appealed. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 


State  op  Washington  v.  MoBbide. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  August  27, 1897,  25 
L.  D.J  167,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  November  19, 1897. 


BATLBOAD  GRANT-INDEMNITY  SELECTIONS. 

Union  Oil  Company. 

Action  soBpended  on  that  part  of  the  departmental  decision  of  Novemher  5, 1897, 
herein,  which  relates  to  the  qnestion  of  the  right  of  the  Southern  Pacific  R.  R. 
Co.  to  make  indemnity  Bclections  within  the  forfeited  primary  limits  of  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Davis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  November  22^  1897.  (A.  B.  P.) 

The  Soatliern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  by  its  attorneys,  has  filed 
in  this  Department  an  application  for  a  suspension  or  modification  of 
that  part  of  departmental  decision  of  November  6, 1897,  in  the  case  of 
the  Union  Oil  Company,  on  review,  25  L.  D.,  351,  which  holds  that: 

The  qnestion  as  to  the  right  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  to  make  indemnity 
selections  within  the  forfeited  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
has  been  finally  determined  adversely  to  the  Southern  Pacific  by  the  supreme  court 
(168  U.  S.;  )  and  a  discussion  of  any  claimed  rights  under  the  railroad's  selec- 
tion of  the  land  here  in  question  is,  therefore,  unnecessary. 

In  the  application  it  is  set  forth  that  counsel  for  the  railroad  com- 
pany have  applied  to  the  supreme  court  for  an  order  staying  the  issue 
of  the  mandate  on  the  court's  decision  in  the  case  referred  to,  with  the 
view  of  obtaining  a  rehearing  or  reconsideration  thereof,  and  that  an 
order  has  been  made  accordingly,  staying  the  mandate  for  thirty  days. 

The  application  is  duly  supported  by  affidavit,  and  in  view  of  the 
matters  presented  it  has  been  determined  to  treat  the  same  as  a  peti- 
tion for  re-review  of  said  departmental  decision  as  to  the  single  matter 
complained  of ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  said  matter  further 
considered  if  deemed  necessary,  after  final  action  by  the  supreme  court 
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npon  the  said  motion,  you  are  hereby  directed  to  snspend  action  apon 
that  part  of  said  departmental  decision  relating  to  the  question  of  the 
right  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  make  indemnity 
selections  within  the  forfeited  primary  limits  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
grant  until  further  ordered. 


SETTLEMENT— APPLICATION— BEHEABIKG— ACT  OF  SEFTEBCBEB  d9,1890. 

B^ENNY  BT  AL.,  V.  JOHNSON  BT  AL. 

The  Qxteot  of  a  settlement  claim,  as  defined  by  acts  of  occnpancy  and  improvement, 

is  limited  to  the  t^echnioal  quarter  section  on  which  such  acts  are  performed. 
No  rights  are  acquired  under  an  application  to  enter  lands  that  are  at  such  time 

embraced  within  an  existing  order  of  withdrawal,  made  in  aid  of  a  railroad 

grant. 
A  rehearing  will  not  be  ordered  on  a  cause  of  action  arising  after  the  close  of  the 

hearing  before  the  local  office,  and  pending  appeal  from  its  decision. 
The  right  of  persons  alleging  settlement  on  lands  opened  to  such  appropriation 

under  the  act  of  September  29,  1890,  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  such  lands 

were  at  the  time  of  settlement  and  application  therefor,  reseryed  from  disposal 

under  the  departmental  rulings  then  in  force. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offlee^  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  23j  1897.  (O-  J.  W.) 

The  following  applications  were  received  at  the  Ashland  land  office, 
Wisconsin,  by  mail,  at  and  before  nine  o'clock  A.  M.,  on  November  2, 
1891: 

John  J.  Kenny  for  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  17,  T.  48  N.,  E.  8  W,,  alleging  set- 
tlement October  24,  1891. 

Helen  Delaney  for  the  E.^  of  the  SE.  \^  same  township  and  seetion, 
alleging  settlement  October  24, 1891. 

Edgar  A.  Glossup  for  the  E.  ^  of  the  NE.  \  and  the  B.  |  of  the  SB.  ^ 
alleging  settlement  October  24, 1891. 

Simon  Amunson  for  the  KE.  ^,  alleging  settlement  September  19, 
1891. 

Eichard  Long  for  the  S.  ^  of  the  NB.  \  and  the  B.  ^  of  the  SB.  1, 
alleging  settlement  March  10, 1890. 

At  9:  41  o'clock  a.  m.,  on  November  2, 1891,  William  B.  Philbrick,  by 
agent,  filed  soldier's  declaratory  statement  for  the  NB.  i,  same  town- 
ship and  section. 

At  9:45  a.  m.,  same  day,  Nick  D.  Lnce  made  homestead  application 
for  the  E.  J  of  the  SE.  4. 

At  9:56  a.  ro.,  same  day,  John  T.  Hanley  applied  to  enter  the  NB.  \, 

At  11 :5()  a.  m.,  same  day,  Harvey  Ellerman  applied  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  the  E.  ^  of  the  NE.  ^  and  the  B. }  of  the  SB.  ^^  alleging 
settlement  October  24, 1891. 

On  November  10, 1891,  Jack  Johnson  applied  to  enter  the  B.  ^  of  the 
SE.  ^,  alleging  settlement  October  8, 1891. 
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The  local  officers  rejected  the  applications  of  Han  ley,  Luce  and  Phil- 
brick,  because  of  conflict  with  prior  applications,  the  latter  applicants 
not  haying  alleged  settlement. 

Tour  office  reports  that  Glossup  has  relinquished  his  claim  and  is 
out  of  the  case,  which  is  closed  as  to  him. 

The  local  officers  ordered  a  hearing  as  between  the  parties  alleging 
settlement.  Kenny,  Long,  Amuuson  and  Johnson  appeared  in  person 
and  by  counsel  and  submitted  evidence  in  support  of  their  respective 
claims.  The  hearing  began  February  25, 1892,  and  lasted  several  days. 
The  record  consists  in  part  of  nearly  a  thousand  pages  of  testimony. 
After  the  hearing  closed  the  local  officers  recommended  the  allowance 
of  the  application  of  Jack  Johnson  for  the  E.  ^  of  the  SB.  ^j  that  of 
Glossup  for  the  E.  i  of  the  NE.  4,  and  that  of  Kenny  for  the  W.  i  of  the 
NB.  4.  The  losing  parties  appealed  to  your  office.  Luce  and  Philbrick 
also  appealed  from  the  rejection  of  their  applications,  and  at  the  same 
time  filed  an  application  for  hearing,  at  which  they  might  have  an 
opportunity  to  offer  testimony  in  support  of  their  claims. 

By  letter  (^<  H  ")  of  January  21, 1893,  your  office  considered  the  appeals 
of  the  parties,  complaining  of  the  action  of  the  local  officers  awarding 
the  right  of  entry  to  Johnson,  Kenny  and  Glossup,  and  the  appeals  of 
Luce  and  Philbrick,  together.  The  question  was  also  considered  as  to 
whether  or  not  Luce  and  Philbrick  had  shown  any  proper  ground  for  a 
further  hearing.  The  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  the  appli- 
cations of  Luce  and  Philbrick  was  approved,  and  it  wa«  further  held 
that  no  right  was  acquired  by  reason  of  any  settlement  made  prior  to 
midnight,  November  1-2, 1891,  and  as  none  of  the  parties  to  the  hear- 
ing had  shown  settlement  subsequent  to  that  time  and  prior  to  nine 
a.  m.,  November  2, 1891,  at  which  hour  the  conflicting  applications  of 
Kenny,  Glossup,  Amunson  and  Long  were  received,  that  the  right  of 
entry  would  be  awarded  to  the  highest  bidder  as  between  said  parties. 

On  March  6, 1893,  Luce  and  Philbrick  filed  motion  for  review  of  your 
said  office  decision,  and  Amunsou,  Long,  Kenny  and  BUerman  appealed 
from  it.  The  motion  for  review,  without  being  acted  upon  by  your 
office,  was  forwarded  to  the  Department,  with  the  record  and  appeals 
aforesaid.  On  July  2, 1894,  the  record  was  returned  to  your  office  for 
appropriate  action  on  the  motion  for  review,  and  by  letter  ("H")  of 
July  23, 1894,  your  office  granted  the  motion  and  awarded  the  right  of 
entry  to  Luce  and  Philbrick,  the  applications  of  Long,  Kenny  and 
Amunson  being  fatally  defective  under  the  rule  announced  in  the  case 
of  Smith  V.  Malone  (18  L.  D.,  482),  they,  with  the  affidavits  upon  which 
they  were  based,  having  been  executed  prior  to  November  2, 1891. 

On  March  7, 1896,  the  Department,  on  appeal,  affirmed  this  decision, 
but  on  October  16, 1896,  on  motion  for  review,  the  Department  revoked 
and  recalled  its  decision  of  March  7, 1896. 

Up  to  that  time,  and  prior  to  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in 
the  case  of  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad  Company  v.  Forsythe  (159  IT.  S., 
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46),  the  indemnity  withdrawal  under  the  act  of  1856  for  the  Omaha 
Company  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  defeat  the  grant  made  by  the  act 
of  1864  for  the  Wisconsin  Bailroad  Company,  and  the  lands  in  question 
were  treated  as  in  reservation.  So  long  as  the  lands  were  treated  aa  in 
reservation,  it  followed  that  rights  under  settlements  alleged  to  have 
been  made  while  the  lands  were  thus  reserved  were  disregarded  and 
deemed  of  no  effect. 

The  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  before  referred  to,  reversed  the 
former  holding  of  the  Department  in  reference  to  this  matter,  audit 
became  necessary  that  the  Department  should  thereafter  make  its 
decisions  accord  with  said  decision  of  the  supreme  court.  In  order  that 
this  might  be  done,  and  that  your  office  might  have  opportunity  to  con- 
sider  the  case  in  the  light  of  the  changed  ruling,  the  previous  action 
taken  in  the  matter  was  set  aside  and  the  case  remanded  for  your  far- 
ther consideration.  Your  attention  was  called  to  the  fact  that  the  pre- 
vious action  in  reference  to  the  rights  of  the  several  applicants  had 
been  taken  upon  a  mistaken  conclusion  as  to  the  actual  status  of  the 
lands. 

For  your  guidance  in  disposing  of  the  lands  under  the  act  of  Septem- 
ber 29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  486),  and  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  said  decision 
stated  that: 

The  restoratlou  of  the  lands  within  the  fifteen  mile  limits  of  the  Omaha  grant  did 
not  become  effective  until  November  2, 1891,  and  although  the  restoration  then  ordered 
erroneously  considered  the  lands  as  surplus  Omaha  lands,  yet  as  such  action  was  in 
accordance  with  the  ruling  existing  at  the  time,  under  which  no  application  could 
have  been  accepted,  in  the  determination  of  rights,  both  under  the  act  of  1890  and 
the  law  of  May  14,  1880,  the  time  should  not  be  considered  as  beginning  to  run  until 
November  2,  1891. 

The  rule  was  thus  indicated  that  in  determining  whether  or  not  an 
application  was  filed  in  time  under  these  acts,  it  would  be  computed 
from  November  2, 1891. 

On  February  12, 1897,  your  office  further  considered  and  re-adjudi- 
cated the  rights  of  the  parties  under  said  acts  of  September  29, 1890, 
and  May  14, 1880.  In  addition  to  the  questions  previously  considered 
by  your  office,  the  affidavit  of  John  J,  Kenny,  alleging  that  Long, 
Amunson  and  Ellerraan  had  abandoned  the  land  applied  for  by  them, 
and  that  he  (Kenny)  had  continued  his  residence,  and  the  affidavit  of 
Jack  Johnson,  alleging  that  Harvey  Ellerman  had  abandoned  the  land 
embraced  in  his  application,  and  that  he  (Johnson)  hadcon tinned  his 
residence,  filed  May  29,  1894,  are  referred  to,  but  not  passed  upon, 
because  they  raise  an  issue  not  involved  in  the  original  hearing. 

November  30,  1896,  Harvey  Ellerman  filed  application  for  further 
hearing,  alleging  that  on  the  20th  of  October,  1888,  he  settled  on  the 
E.  i  of  the  NE.  :J,  and  began  building  a  house,  when  an  order  was  issued 
by  the  Secretary  and  Commissioner  to  the  effect  that  parties  going  on 
said  lauds  were  trespassers,  and  that  he  temporarily  left  said  land,  and 
that  as  soon  as  the  said  lands  were  opened  to  entry,  he  stood  in  line 
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and  ofTered  his  filing  for  said  land,  and  that  Kenny  and  Johnson  knew 
when  they  settled  od  the  land  that  he  had  made  settlement  on  it.  This 
new  matter  yoar  office  disposed  of  in  said  decision  of  February  12, 1897, 
by  denying  the  application. 

In  re-a^udicating  the  rights  of  the  parties  nnder  the  original  record, 
your  office  finds  that  Long,  as  the  prior  settler,  is  entitled  to  enter  the 
S.  i  of  the  NE.  J,  and  you  reject  his  application  for  the  B.  ^  of  the  SE  J, 
and  find  that  Amunson  is  entitled  to  enter  the  ^.  ^  of  the  KB.  4,  not 
applied  for  by  Long;  that  Jack  Johnson  was  the  first  settler  on  the 
B.  i  of  the  SE.  4  and  entitled  to  enter  it.  From  this  decision  Kenny, 
Long,  Philbrick,  and  Luce  have  appealed — Kenny  and  Long  separately, 
and  Philbrick  and  Luce  jointly. 

Long  presents  two  propositions  in  his  appeal  which  seem  to  require 
specific  consideration,  and  they  substantially  embrace  the  material 
errors  which  he  alleges  were  committed.  One  of  them  is,  that  it  was 
error  not  to  find  that  he  had  made  sufficient  settlement  on  the  S.  i  of 
the  KB.  ^  to  extend  his  claim  so  as  to  embrace  the  B.  i  of  the  SE.  ^ 
by  reason  of  the  notice  of  his  claim  and  settlement.  Second:  error  in 
not  holding  that  he  (Long)  was  entitled  to  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  J  by 
virtue  of  his  homestead  applications  of  March  and  April,  1891,  under 
the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Ard  v.  Brandon  (156 
U.  S.,  541). 

The  record  shows  that  Long  went  on  the  claim  on  March  10, 1890, 
and  cleared  a  small  space,  but  remained  only  a  few  hours.  He  went 
back  to  it  June  25, 1890,  and  had  the  lines  surveyed,  and  remained 
until  July  1,  1890.  He  went  upon  it  again  September  25, 1890,  and 
remained  until  December  20, 1890,  during  which  time  he  built  a  log 
house  on  the  SE.  |  of  the  NB.  4,  and  cleared  about  a  fourth  of  an  acre^ 
brought  his  wife  to  the  place  October  31, 1891,  two  days  before  the 
laud  was  declared  open  to  settlement  and  entry.  His  occupancy  was 
desultory,  and  his  improvements  meager  and  confined  to  the  NB.  ^. 
The  facts  present  no  such  equitable  claim  as  was  presented  by  Ard  in 
the  case  cited.  There  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  notice  of  a  claim 
to  the  SE.  ^  to  extend  Long's  settlement  rights  to  that  quarter,  and 
make  the  rule  in  Sweet  v.  Doyle  et  al.  (17  L.  D.,  197,)  applicable  to  his 
case.  It  remains  to  inquire  whether  or  not  his  application  to  enter  it, 
made  while  the  Department  was  holding  the  land  in  reservation  by 
virtue  of  its  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Omaha  Company,  and 
rejected  for  that  reason,  conferred  any  right  on  Long.  In  the  Ard  case 
there  had  been  no  order  of  withdrawal,  either  erroneous  or  authorized, 
and  the  inference  is  very  strong,  from  what  is  said  in  stating  the  facts 
in  that  case,  that  if  there  had  been  a  formal  order  of  withdrawal,  the 
ruling  would  have  been  different. 

On  May  29, 1856,  all  odd  numbered  sections  within  the  fifteen  mile 
limit  were  withdrawn,  and  on  February  5,  1866,  all  odd  numbered  sec- 
tions within  the  twenty  mile  limit  were  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneai)olis,  and  Omaha  Bailroad  Oompany.    Shire 
et  ah  V.  said  Baibroad  Company  (10  L.  D.,  85). 

IJndor  these  orders  the  lands  were  held  as  reserved  from  entry  until 
November  2, 1891. 

These  orders  are  decisions  of  the  Department,  and  have  the  force  and 
effect  of  decisions,  and  were  sufficient  to  authorize  and  support  the 
rejection  of  applications  to  make  entry  of  lands  covered  by  them^  while 
they  remained  unrevoked.  If  an  erroneous  and  invalid  entry  will 
reserve  land  from  other  entry  until  it  is  removed,  certainly  a  depart- 
mental order  of  withdrawal,  duly  made  and  entered  of  record,  will  be 
of  equal  force.    United  States  v.  Paget  Mill  Company  (13  L.  D.,  386). 

Long  acquired  no  rights  by  virtue  of  his  application  to  enter  while 
said  orders  of  withdrawal  were  operative,  and  he  has  only  such  rights 
as  he  acquired  by  virtue  of  his  settlement  and  improvements,  and 
your  office  properly  limited  his  right  of  entry  to  the  INB.  J,  on  which  his 
house  and  improvements  are  located.  His  appeal  need  not  be  further 
considered. 

The  appeal  of  John  J.  Kenny  is  directed  against  the  finding  in  favor 
of  Long  for  the  S.  i  of  the  NE.  ^  and  of  Amunson  for  the  remainder. 
He  appends  to  his  appeal  a  x)etition,  calling  attention  to  affidavits  filed 
May  29,  1894,  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  Long  and  Amunson  have 
abandoned  their  settlements,  and  asking  for  a  further  hearing.  This  is 
an  effort  to  obtain  a  hearing  on  a  new  cause  of  action,  arising  after  the 
close  of  the  hearing  before  the  local  office  and  pending  appeal  from  its 
decision.  It  was  properly  held  by  your  office  that  this  ground  could 
not  be  considered  in  connection  with  this  case.  Kenny  shows  no 
sux>erior  right  to  either  Long  or  Amunson  to  any  part  of  the  NE.  ^,  and 
your  office  committed  no  error  in  awarding  said  !N'E.  ^  to  them. 

The  record  supports  the  finding  of  facts  made  by  your  office  as  to  the 
character  of  settlement  made  by  the  several  parties  and  as  to  the  time 
when  made.  Long  and  Amunson  were  both  prior  to  Kenny  in  making 
settlement,  and  Kenny's  first  alleged  settlement,  on  October  24, 1891, 
was  too  slight  to  amount  to  anything  at  best.  His  own  witness  Connor, 
page  87  of  the  record,  testified  that  on  that  day  he  cut  the  brush  fi-om 
a  space  large  enough  to  lie  down  on,  to  locate  himself  on.  Even  this 
was  after  the  settlement  of  both  Long  and  Amunson  on  different  ends 
of  the  NB.  i. 

The  joint  appeal  of  Philbrick  and  Luce  presents  two  questions,  which 
demand  some  notice.  The  first  is,  that  it  was  error  not  to  treat  the 
applications  of  Kenny,  Long  and  Amunson,  dated  October  31, 1891,  as 
nullities,  as  the  lands  were  not  declared  open  to  entry  until  November 
2, 1891.  In  reference  to  this,  it  may  be  said  that  the  applications  were 
not  rejected,  but  received,  and  that  each  alleged  settlement  on  the  land 
applied  for  at  a  date  prior  to  the  applications  of  Philbrick  and  Luce, 
and  a  hearing  was  ordered.  It  has  already  been  determined  in  the 
remanding  of  these  cases  for  re-adjudication  by  youroffice  that  the  doe- 
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trine  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Malone  (18  L.  D.,  482,)  does  not 
apply  to  these  lands,  so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  parties  settling  upon 
them  prior  to  JS'ovember  2, 1891«  This  objection  must,  therefore,  faiL 
The  next  proposition  is,  that  it  was  error  npou  the  part  of  your  office 
to  deny  their  application  for  a  hearing.  By  their  application,  as  held 
by  yonr  office,  they  alleged  and  sought  to  establish  no  fact  by  proof 
which  did  not  appear  from  the  record.  They  sought  to  predicate  no 
right  based  on  any  act  performed  before  the  first  day  of  November, 
1891,  and  showed  no  proper  ground  for  a  hearing.  The  application 
was  therefore  properly  denied,  and  this  ground  of  appeal  must  fail. 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  applications  of  Long,  Kenny  and 
Amunson  were  executed  at  Iron  Biver,  some  thirty  miles  from  the  land 
office,  and  forwarded  by  mail.  No  sufficient  reason  appearing  for  hold- 
ing these  applications  defective,  this  objection  is  deemed  insufficient. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


Habding  v.  Moss. 

Motion  for  rehearing  in  the  above  entitled  case  denied  by  Secretary 
Bliss,  November  23, 1897.  See  departmental  decisions  of  February  13, 
1897,  24  L.  D.,  160,  and  May  13, 1897,  24  L.  D.,  434. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-SAXB  .OF  POSSESSOBT  BIGHT. 

Ryan  v.  Baeeb. 

The  Department  has  no  jnrisdictlon  to  vacate  a  contract  providing  for  the  sale  of  a 
possessory  right  to  a  tract  of  land  entered  into  by  adverse  claimants  therefor,  or. 
enforce  specific  performance  thereof,  bnt  it  may  consider  and  interpret  said  con- 
tract for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  qualifications  and  good  faith  of  the 
parties  thereto,  as  applicants  under  the  homestead  law. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  23, 1897.  (C.  J.  W.) 

On  September  21, 1893,  Troy  B.  Baker  made  homestead  entry  Ko.  462 
for  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  23  N.,  R.  1  W.,  at  Perry,  Oklahoma. 

On  September  28, 1893,  William  M.  Brace  initiated  contest  against 
the  entry,  alleging  prior  settlement. 

On  October  6, 1893,  William  H.  Ryan  filed  afBdavit  of  contest,  in 
which  he  alleged  settlement  prior  to  the  entry  and  prior  to  any  settle- 
ment by  Baker  or  Brace. 

On  Kovember  25, 1893,  these  cases  were  consolidated  and  set  for  hear- 
ing on  Janaary  25, 1894.  The  case  was  continaed  from  time  to  time 
nnti]  Angast  22, 1894,  when  all  parties  being  present  the  contest  of 
Bmce  was  dismissed  on  his  own  motion,  and  no  farther  action  was  then 
taken. 
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On  August  27, 1894,  Eyau  moved  to  have  his  case  agaia  set  for  hear- 
ing, and  after  a  number  of  orders  and  continuances,  a  hearing  was 
commenced  on  April  16, 1895,  and  concluded  on  May  23, 1895. 

On  May  24, 1895,  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision,  recommending 
that  plaintiff  be  required  to  pay  defendant  the  sum  of  $300.00,  which 
he  had  received  from  her  on  a  certain  contract  of  compromise  in  refer- 
ence to  the  land,  and  upon  proof  of  such  repayment  to  her,  her  entry 
be  held  for  cancellation. 

Both  parties  appealed,  and  on  February  24, 1896,  your  office  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers  and  dismissed  the  contest.  From  this 
decision  Eyan  has  appealed,  and  his  first  and  chief  exception  is,  that  it 
was  error  not  to  find  that  he  was  the  first  settler  on  the  land,  and  by 
reason  thereof  entitled  to  it.  In  reference  to  the  settlement  of  the 
parties,  respectively,  your  office  found  as  follows: 

It  appears  from  the  evidenoe  that  both  parties  made  the  race  into  the  '^  Outlet " 
from  the  southern  bonndary  thereof  on  September  16, 1893;  that  the  plaintiff  reached 
and  staked  this  land  about  1 :25  P.  M.,  of  that  day,  and  the  defendant,  according  to 
her  own  testimony,  at  about  1 :30. 

It  further  appears  that  the  defendant  has  resided  on  said  land  coutinuoasly  evee 
since  about  October  26,  1893,  when  she  built  a  plank  hoase  thereon,  twelve  by  four- 
teen feet,  and  furnished  the  same ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  she  had  in  addi* 
tion  thereto,  a  dugout,  a  well,  thirty-five  acres  of  breaking,  some  fencing,  and  other 
improvements. 

The  plaintiff  has  never  established  residence  on  said  land,  nor  made  any  improve- 
ments thereon  since  the  fall  of  1893. 

The  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  language  used  is  that  your  office 
found  that  plaintiff  was  the  first  to  reach  the  land  and  perform  initial 
acts  of  settlement  thereon,  but  that  the  initial  acts  had  not  been  followed 
up  by  permanent  improvements  and  the  establishment  of  residence, 
and,  therefore,  did  not  constitute  a  ground  which  would  authorize  the 
cancellation  of  defendant's  entry. 

The  plaintifif  on  the  hearing  sought  to  explain  and  excuse  his  failure 
to  make  improvements  and  reside  upon  the  land  because  of  force  and 
intimidation  used  by  defendant  and  her  brother  to  prevent  his  occu- 
pancy of  it.  The  local  officers  expressed  the  opinion  that  he  should  be 
excused  from  the  legal  requirement  to  improve  and  live  upon  the  land 
under  the  showing  made.  Tour  office  recapitulates  the  facts  which 
plaintiff  relied  upon  to  excuse  his  apparent  laches  in  failing  to  improve 
and  reside  upon  the  land,  but  no  specific  decision  is  made  as  to  whether 
they  amount  to  a  legal  excuse  for  such  failure  or  not.  Leaving  that 
question  uuadjudicated  you  refer  to  other  facts  occurring  before  the 
hearing,  and  which  are  a  part  of  the  record,  and  make  them  the  chief 
basis  for  your  decision.  These  facts  relate  to  a  contract  or  agreement 
entered  into  between  the  parties  to  settle  all  controversy  about  the  land 
upon  certain  terms  therein  mentioned.  This  contract  is  in  writing,  and 
was  introduced  by  defendant  on  the  trial.  The  defendant,  Byau,  and 
Bruce  are  all  parties  to  it,  and  signed  it.    Under  its  terms,  Bruce  agreed 
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to  relinquish  his  claim  in  favor  of  defendant,  in  consideration  of  ninety 
dollars  to  be  paid  by  her,  fifty  dollars  down  and  her  note  for  the  remain* 
der,  and  Byan  agreed  to  dismiss  his  contest  for  the  consideration  of 
three  hundred  dollars  and  the  costs  of  a  certain  action  of  forcible  entry 
and  detainer,  which  had  been  decided  in  favor  of  defendant  in  the  dis< 
trict  court  of  "P"  county,  except  $10  of  said  cost  and  the  witness  fees 
of  Eyan's  witnesses,  which  were  to  be  paid  by  him. 

It  appears  that  in  pursuance  of  the  contract,  Bruce  dismissed  his 
contest;  that  on  August  22, 1894,  the  day  on  which  the  contract  was 
entered  into,  the  defendant  placed  the  three  hundred  dollars  to  be  paid 
Byan  in  the  hands  of  one  Collins,  to  be  held  until  she  could  pay  her 
part  of  the  court  costs  aforesaid,  amounting  to  about  thirty -five  dollars. 
It  appears  that  before  defendant  obtained  the  money  to  pay  said 
costs,  an  execution  issued  and  Byan  paid  it;  that  soon  thereafter  the 
defendant,  by  her  attorney,  tendered  him  a  check  or  draft  for  thirty- 
five  dollars,  which  was  then  insufficient  to  pay  the  whole  amount,  and 
was  declined.  It  further  appears  that  on  the  day  Collins  received  the 
three  hundred  dollars,  he  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  Byan's  wife,  who 
afterwards  delivered  it  to  Byan,  who  retained  it  and  has  neither 
returned  nor  tendered  it  back  to  Miss  Baker,  but  has  used  a  part  of  it 
in  prosecuting  the  contest  against  her  entry.  Byan's  contention  is, 
that  as  she  failed  to  comply  tiilly  and  specifically  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  he  is  not  bound  by  it,  and  was  at  liberty  to  proceed  with  his 
contest  as  he  has  done,  as  though  no  such  contract  had  been  entered 
into ;  and,  further,  that  the  Department  is  without  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
the  contract  or  to  rescind  it. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  that  your  office  interpreted  the 
contract  with  a  view  to  its  equitable  enforcement  between  the  parties, 
and  that  it  was  erroneously  interpreted. 

Your  office  decision  is  not  so  understood  here,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
it  does  not  undertake  either  to  rescind  the  contract  or  to  compel  the 
8x>ecific  performance  of  it,  but  leaves  these  matters  to  the  courts,  where 
they  properly  belong.  It  does  not  follow,  because  the  Department  is 
without  jurisdiction  to  rescind  such  contract,  or  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  it,  or  award  damages  for  breach  thereof,  that  it  may  not 
look  to,  construe  and  interpret  it  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how 
it  affects  the  qualifications  and  good  faith  of  the  parties  as  homestead 
applicants  and  claimants. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  clearly  discloses  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  claiming  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute  with 
a  view  to  acquiring  title  to  it  under  the  homestead  laws,  had  not  only 
agreed  to  sell  such  right,  but  had  in  his  possession  at  the  date  of  the 
hearing  a  large  part  of  the  price  agreed  upon.  More  than  six  months 
elapsed  between  the  date  of  the  contract  and  the  receiving  of  the  three 
hundred  dollars,  August  24, 1894,  and  the  date  of  the  hearing,  April  16, 
1895.  It  was  admitted,  and  shown  by  the  evidence,  that  plaintiff  had 
2670--VOL  26 ^26 


402  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LAND8. 

noTer  established  residence  upon  the  land,  and  that  he  was  and  had 
been  for  a  considerable  time  a  resident  of  Perry.  This,  in  law,  was 
sufficient  to  render  of  no  effect  any  right  acquired  by  him  on  the  day  of 
opening  by  initial  acts  of  settlement.  But  the  plaintiff  insisted  at  the 
hearing  and  is  still  insisting  that  his  absence  from  the  land  was  not 
voluntary,  but  forcible,  and  that  his  absence  should  be  excused.  Your 
office  did  not  undertake  to  decide  whether  his  absence  from  the  laud, 
under  the  facts  disclosed,  was  excusable  up  to  the  time  of  the  date  of 
this  contract  or  not,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  determined 
now;  because  it  is  apparent  that  from  the  date  of  his  contract  to  sell 
his  possession,  his  absence  from  the  land  was  voluntary,  and  is  equiva- 
lent to  an  abandonment  of  it. 

On  the  3(>th  of  April,  1896,  after  the  close  of  the  hearing  on  theorig- 
inal  contest,  and  while  it  was  still  pending  on  appeal,  Byan  filed  another 
affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same  party  for  the  same  land,  which  is 
denominated  a  supplemental  affidavit.  On  May  9, 1896,  Troy  B.  PoweU, 
nee  Baker,  filed  motion  to  dismiss  the  samf .  On  May  21,  1896,  the 
motion  was  granted,  and  the  second  contest  dismissed  by  the  register 
and  receiver.  From  this  order  Byan  appealed  to  your  office,  and  the 
papers  in  the  case  are  here,  without  any  action  upon  them  by  your 
office.  They  are  returned  for  appropriate  action.  This  is  the  affidavit 
containing  the  charge  that  defendant  abandoned  the  land  at  the  time 
of  her  marriage. 

The  plaintiff  having  failed  to  show  a  present  subsisting  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  land  involved  superior  to  that  of  the  defendant,  who 
has  an  entry  of  record,  your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


Bbaby  £T  al.  v.  Williams. 

Motion  for  rehearing  in  the  case  above  entitled  denied  by  Secretary 
Bliss,  November  23,1897.  See  departmental  decisions  of  December 
23, 1896,  23  L.  D.,  633,  and  July  24, 1897,  25  L.  D.,  66. 


HOMSSTEAD    XirTBT—BBSBBTED    WTFEr-FIKAL    PROOF. 

Mabtha  M.  Olson. 

Where  a  deserted  wife  has  snbmitted  final  proof  on  her  huaband's  homestead  antryp 
and  by  departmental  decision  is  required  to  submit  new  proofs  bat  does  not  do 
BO,  and  the  record  does  not  show  that  she  was  notified  of  snob  requirement,  the 
entry  cannot  thereafter  be  properly  canceled  for  failure  to  submit  final  proof 
within  the  statutory  period,  except  after  due  notice  to  the  wife. 

Secretary  Blise  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
(W.  V.  D. )  23, 1897.  (H,  G. ) 

On  June  15, 1882,  Gustave  Olson  made  homestead  entry  for  the  W  | 
of  N W  i  and  W  J  of  SW  i  of  Sec.  12,  T.  146  K,  B.  68  W.,  in  the  land 
office  at  Fargo,  Dakota  (now  North  Dakota). 
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October  23, 1885,  the  said  Martha  M.  Olson,  as  agent  for  said  Gus- 
tav  Olson  and  as  his  deserted  wife,  gave  notice  by  publication  of  her 
inteution  to  make  final  proof  in  support  of  the  claim  of  her  said  hus- 
band before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  at  Gooperstown,  Dakota,  ou 
December  8, 1885.  This  proof  was  not  made  at  the  time,  but  was  taken 
eight  days  later  on  December  16, 1885,  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
certifying  that  such  testimony  was  taken  in  the  absence  of  the  judge 
of  said  district  court,  and  that  no  objection  to  such  proof  was  made  by 
any  person.  The  excuse  given  by  Mrs.  Olson  for  not  appearing  at  the 
time  advertised  for  taking  such  proof  in  her  affidavit  is  as  follows: 

I  was  not  aware  of  the  date  set  for  taking  testimony  in  this  proof  was  December 
8,  1885,  that  I  hnd  expected  to  be  notified  of  that  date  by  my  attorneys,  bnt  did  not 
learn  thereof  1m  '.'  r  •  yesterday ;  that  I  am  in  poor  health  and  nuable  to  stand  much 
travel  in  cold  \.  i :-,  and  I  therefore  respcctfiUly  ask  that  this  delay  be  overlooked. 

On  February  1, 1886,  this  proof  was  transmitted  to  your  office  by  the 
receiver  of  the  local  land  office,  wit^  the  following  statement  and 
recommendation  in  his  lettw  of  transmittal,  viz: 

It  appears  from  the  affidavits  and  other  evidence  submitted  that  Martha  M.  Olson 
is  a  deserted  wife,  and  as  snoh  seeks  to  make  final  proof  for  the  above  tract  as  the 
agent  of  Gostav  Olson.    Her  husband  deserted  her  in  January,  1883.    She  had  resided 
on  this  land  with  her  husband  sinoe  the  spring  of  1880,  but  in  oonsoqnence  of  the 
desertion  of  her  husbsnd  she  became  sick  and  unable  to  remain  on  the  land  with  her 
children,  and  she  removed  to  the  house  of  her  parents  in  the  same  section.    She  was 
subsequently  removed  to  the  asylum  at  Yankton,  D.  T.,  where  she  remained  until 
August,  1886.    The  children  during  the  meantime  remained  with  the  parents  of  the 
mother,  Martha  M.  Olson,  adjoining  the  tract  above  described.    There  are  eleven 
acres  broken  on  the  tract  which  has  been  cropped  four  seasons.  '  The  improvements, 
although  meager,  are  probably  all  that  could  be  expected  under  the  circumstances. 
A  woman  left  alone  with  five  small  children  is  not  well  fitted,  to  say  the  least,  to  live 
up  to  the  fuU  letter  of  the  law  in  the  matter  of  residence  and  cultivation.   EspeciaUy 
is  this  true  of  Martha  M.  Olson  in  the  condition  in  which  she  was  left  by  her  hus- 
band in  January,  1883.    We  transmit  with  this  proof,  several  affidavits  which  were 
filed  in  this  office  at  that  time  or  about  that  time  which  show  that  Gustav  Olson  was 
a  dmnken,  worthless  fellow,  with  little  or  no  disposition  to  do  anything  towards  the 
support  of  his  family,  and  also  requesting  us  to  refuse  any  relinquishment  of  his 
entry  should  he  present  one  to  this  office  for  acceptance.    Such  a  relinquishment  he 
did  subsequently  present  to  this  office,  but  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  then 
before  us  we  refused  to  accept  the  relinquishment,  and  it  was  sent  to  his  wife.    We 
are  confident  that  had  we  accepted  it  at  that  time,  it  would  have  taken  firom  the  wife 
and  children  the  last  remaining  source  from  which  they  could  hope  to  support  them- 
selves.   It  will  be  seen  from  this  and  other  facts  in  the  case  that  it  is  surrounded 
with  considerable  hardship,  and  a  case  in  which  the  principles  of  equity,  rather  than 
a  strict  interpretation  of  the  law,  should  prevail.    The  testimony  in  the  final  proof 
presented  was  not  taken  on  the  day  advertised,  bnt  we  believe  that  this  failure  is 
satisfactorily  explained.    For  this  reason  we  transmit.the  proof  and  other  papers  to 
your  office,  believing  that  in  other  respects  it  is  entitled  to  our  approval.    The  case, 
as  a  whole,  would  seem  to  be  one  which  might  properly  come  before  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication,  and  if  that  channel  be  considered  the  proper  one,  the  claim- 
ant's attorney  desires  that  it  may  receive  the  consideration  of  tiie  board. 

On  March  6, 1886,  this  proof  was  rejected  by  your  ofifice,  and  on  May 
17, 1886,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Department  on  behalf  of  Mrs. 
Olson  <<by  N.  B.  Patten  and  Ole  Seramgard,  her  attorneys,"  and  it 
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appears  in  the  letter  from  the  local  office  transmittiDg  said  appeal  that 
the  << attorney  of  Martha  M.  Olson"  was  notified  of  the  said  decision  of 
yonr  office. 

On  November  9, 1887,  this  Department  modified  the  decision  of  yonr 
office,  holding  that  the  absence  of  Mrs.  Olson  from  the  land  caased  by 
sickness  and  poverty,  and  during  her  confinement  in  the  asylum  was 
excusable,  and  that  such  periods  should  be  properly  estimated  as  part 
of  the  required  five  years  of  residence,  but  finding  that  the  excuse  for 
making  failure  of  proof  on  the  day  advertised  was  not  sufficient  and 
that  for  such  reason,  new  proof  should  be  made.  It  was  ^<  suggested" 
further  that  the  character  and  extent  of  the  cultivation  and  use  of  the 
land  during  Mrs.  Olson's  absence  therefirom  be  fully  shown  in  the  new 
proof,  and  when  the  final  proof  should  be  thus  made,  the  entry  should 
be  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication  for  confirmation. 
(Martha  M.  Olson,  6  L.  D.,  311). 

On  IN^ovember  29,  1887,  the  local  officers  were  notified  of  such  depart- 
mental decision,  but  it  is  contended  that  no  service  of  the  notice  of 
such  decision  was  ever  made  upon  Mrs.  Olson  or  her  husband,  and  that 
shortly  after  making  her  final,  proof,  which  was  made  during  a  lucid 
interval  while  she  was  out  on  parole,  she  was  taken  back  to  the  asylum 
at  Yankton,  and  from  that  place  was  on  May  25, 1885,  transferred  to  a 
like  institution  for  the  insane  at  Jamestown,  (iNorth  Dakota)  where  she 
has  ever  since  been  confined.  Ko  record  of  the  service  of  notice  of  the 
decision  of  the  Department  appears  from  the  record  of  your  office  upon 
either  Mrs.  Olson^  her  husband  or  her  attorneys  or  upon  any  person 
acting  for  her  or  her  husband.  As  the  records  of  the  land  office  at 
Fargo,  North  Dakota,  were  destroyed  by  fire  on  June  7, 1893,  and  no 
report  was  ever  made  of  the  service  of  notice  of  the  said  decision,  it 
does  not  affirmatively  appear  that  such  decision  was  ever  oommanicated 
to  any  of  the  persons  named. 

On  March  21, 1894,  notice  issued  from  the  local  land  office  to  Gustav 
Olson,  the  husband,  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  can- 
celed for  failure  to  make  final  proof  within  the  statutory  period,  nearly 
twelve  years  having  elapsed  since  the  date  of  his  entry.  This  notice 
was  in  usual  form  and  was  directed  to  the  entryman  at  Pickert,  Forth 
Dakota,  instead  of  Mardell,  in  the  same  State,  the  latter  post-office 
being  nearest  the  land,  the  one  where  the  Olsons  had  received  their 
mail  for  many  years,  and  the  one  given  by  Mrs.  Olson  in  her  final 
proof. 

No  notice  appears  to  have  been  given  to  Mrs.  Olson,  who  made  the 
final  proof,  and  it  seems  that  Gustav  Olson,  her  husband,  after  desert- 
ing her,  and  endeavoring  to  file  his  relinquishment  for  the  land, 
absconded. 

The  registered  letter  was  returned  unclaimed,  and  upon  report  from 
the  local  office,  your  office  on  June  2, 1894,  canceled  the  entry  of  Gustav 
Olson. 
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On  November  25, 1895,  one  Lars  Olson  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
tract,  and  is  now  the  only  entryman  of  record  therefor. 

On  April  8, 1896,  Iyer  I.  Seim,  as  guardian  of  Martha  M.  Olson,  an 
insane  person,  presented  at  the  local  office  a  petition,  addressed  to  your 
office,  verified  by  his  oath  and  corroborated  by  two  witnesses,  showing 
tlmt  letters  of  guardianship  were  granted  to  him  on  February  11, 1896, 
of  the  person  and  estate  of  Martha  M.  Olson,  insane,  by  the  county 
court  of  Griggs  county,  North  Dakota,  the  county  wherein  said  insane 
person  lias  had  a  residence,  either  actual  or  constructive,  since  1882. 

The  facts,  as  detailed  in  the  foregoing  statement,  appear  in  substance 
in  this  x>^tition,  which  sets  forth,  upon  information  and  belief,  that 
neither  Mrs.  Olson  nor  her  attorneys  received  any  notice  of  the  dis- 
position of  her  final  proof  by  the  departmental  decision.  The  guardian 
alleges  that  as  soon  as  he  learned  that  Lars  Olson  had  made  homestead 
entry  of  the  tract,  he  at  once  took  legal  steps  to  secure  his  (Seim's) 
appointment  as  guardian  of  the  person  and  estate  of  Mrs.  Olson,  that 
he  does  not  know  the  residence  of  Gustav  Olson,  the  husband  of  his 
ward,  and  that  said  Olson  has  not  contributed  to  the  support  of  his 
family  since  he  left  them  in  January,  1883. 

He  asks  that  a  hearing  be  ordered  to  the  end  that  Mrs.  Olson  may 
be  re-instated  in  her  rights  and  x>6rmitted  to  make  final  proof  for  said 
tract,  and  that  the  entryman,  Lars  Olson,  be  cited  to  appear  to  show 
why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  and  for  other  and  further  relief. 

On  May  23, 1896,  your  office  denied  this  application,  and  the  guard- 
ian of  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Olson  appeals.  He  submits  with  his  appeal 
papers,  his  letters  of  guardianship,  thus  supplying  an  omission  to 
which  your  office  referred  in  its  decision. 

Your  office  held  that,  inasmuch  as  Mrs.  Olson's  appeal  to  the  Depart- 
ment from  the  adverse  decision  of  your  office  rejecting  her  final  proof 
was  filed  by  her  attorneys,  on  May  19, 1896,  <4t  is  a  reasonable  pre- 
sumption that  if  they  had  not  received  notice  of  the  Secretary's  deci- 
sion, they  would  have  made  some  inquiry  in  regard  to  the  same  during 
the  ten  years  that  have  expired  since  the  letter  was  filed,"  and  there- 
fore your  office  is  of  the  opinion  that  "  the  regularity  of  the  service  of 
notice  of  said  decision  can  not  at  this  late  day  be  questioned." 

In  said  decision,  your  office  further  holds  that  it  was  error  on  the 
part  of  the  local  office  to  send  notice  of  such  decision  to  Pickert,  instead 
of  Mardell,  North  Dakota,  as  the  latter  post  office  is  nearer  the  land  in 
question,  but  as  the  statutory  period  for  making  proof  on  said  entry 
has  long  since  expired,  that  even  if  the  entry  were  reinstated,  and  a 
proper  compliance  with  the  homestead  law,  with  that  exception  shown, 
it  could  only  be  passed  to  patent  after  confirmation  by  the  board  of 
equitable  abjudication,  and  that  this  can  not  be  done,  as  the  Depart- 
ment has  no  power  by  rule,  regulation  or  otherwise,  to  extend  the  time 
for  making  final  proof;  and,  in  the  presence  of  an  adverse  claim,  an 
entry  can  not  be  submitted  to  the  board  of  equitable  abjudication  when 
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the  proof  is  made  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period,  and  the 
cases  of  Cooke  v.  Villa  (17  L.  D.,  210,)  and  Ayers  «.  Brownlee  (15  L.  D., 
550,)  are  cited  as  annonncing  this  rale. 

It  seems  that  your  office  is  misled  as  to  the  matter  of  notice  of  the 
decision  of  the  Department  of  November  9, 1887,  as  it  was  not  notice 
of  that  decision,  bnt  a  notice  addressed  to  Gnstav  Olson  to  show  cause 
why  his  entry  shoold  not  be  canceled,  that  was  sent  to  the  wrong  post 
office.  It  appears  that  no  report  was  made  by  the  local  office  to  yoar 
office  of  the  service  of  the  notice  of  the  departmental  decision  requir- 
ing proof  to  be  taken  anew.  A  report  was  made  showing  that  the 
registered  letter  addressed  to  Oustav  Olson,  notifying  him  to  show 
cause  why  his  homestead  entry  should  not  be  canceled  was  returned 
unclaimed.  Mrs.  Olson,  in  the  final  proof  she  made  as  the  deserted 
wife  of  the  enbryman,  gave  her  address  as  Mardell,  Dakota,  but  the 
notice  to  show  cause  why  the  entry  of  her  husband  should  not  be  can- 
celed was  addressed  to  her  husband  at  Pickert,  Dakota,  which  was 
not  the  post  office  nearest  the  land,  nor  the  one  whero  the  entrymau 
and  his  family  received  their  mail  for  many  years. 

No  reason  appears  of  record  why  this  communication  was  forwarded 
to  the  post  office  at  Pickert,  instead  of  Mardell,  or  why  it  was  not 
addressed  to  Mrs.  Olson. 

It  is  well  settled  that  notice  of  a  decision  to  an  attorney  of  record  is 
notice  to  the  party  that  he  represents.  Dober  v.  Oampbell  et  al.  (17 
L.  D.,  189) ;  Nichols  v.  Gillette  (12  L.  D.,  388).  It  is  equally  well  settled 
that  the  service  of  notice  must  affirmatively  appear.  Edward  B.  Lar- 
geut  (13  L.  D.,  397).  It  is  true  that  the  records  of  the  local  office 
were  destroyed  by  fire,  June  7, 1893,  but  this  was  over  five  years  after 
the  service  of  notice  of  the  departmental  decision  was  made,  if  it  ever 
was  made. 

While  it  is  a  presumption,  generally,  that  official  duty  is  regularly 
I)erformed,  it  appears  that  it  was  not  performed  in  this  case  by  the  loca! 
office,  for  no  return  was  made  of  the  service  of  such  departmental  deci- 
sion, if  ever  made.  The  presumption,  at  best,  is  a  disputable  one,  aud 
could  hardly  attach  in  this  case,  even  if  it  were  conclusive.  The  depart- 
mental rule  requires  that  service  of  such  notice  shall  affirmatively 
appear,  and  it  does  not  appear  in  the  files  of  the  case,  which  were 
transmitted  by  the  local  office  to  your  office,  and  which  should  contain 
a  return  of  such  service,  if  ever  made.  The  petition  for  a  hearing  states 
that  no  service  was  made  upon  Mrs.  Olson  or  her  attorneys  of  the  depart- 
mental decision  requiring  new  proof,  but  this  allegation  is  made  upon 
information  aud  belief,  and  is  not  corroborated  by  positive  testimony 
showing  the  lack  of  such  service.  It  is  corroborated,  however,  by  the 
state  of  the  record  of  the  case  in  your  office,  showing  no  return  of  serv- 
ice of  notice  of  such  decision;  and  if  any  inference  can  be  indulged  in 
as  to  the  service  upon  Mrs.  Olson  thereof,  it  would  be  that  the  local 
office,  if  it  ever  forwarded  any  notice,  sent  that  also  to  the  wrong 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  407 

address,  and  addressed  it  to  Onstav  Olson,  the  husband,  when  it  should 
have  been  directed  to  Martha  M.  Olson,  who  made  the  final  proof  as 
his  deserted  wife,  and  who  was  called  upon  in  the  departmental  deci- 
sion to  famish  new  proof.  It  is  probable  that  proper  service  could 
have  been  made  upon  the  attorneys  of  Mrs.  Olson,  who  appeared  for 
her  and  prosecuted  her  appeal,  upon  which  the  departmental  decision 
was  made. 

That  this  was  not  done  is  charged  in  the  petition  for  a  hearing,  upon 
information  and  belief,  it  is  true,  but  corroborated  in  that  respect  also 
by  the  record  in  the  case  in  your  office,  which  does  not  show  any  return 
of  such  service.  It  is  impossible  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  record  in 
the  local  office,  as  all  records  therein  were  destroyed  by  fire,  but  this 
casnalty  occurred  long  after  return  ought  to  have  been  made,  and  it 
appears  that  no  such  return  was  ever  made  to  your  office. 

The  cases  cited  in  your  office  decision  (Cooke  v.  Villa,  17  L.  D.,  210; 
Ayers  v,  Brownlee,  15  L.  D.,  550,)  relate  to  the  rule  forbidding  the  ref- 
erence of  the  case  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication,  after  the  stat- 
utory period  for  making  entry  has  expired  and  there  is  an  adverse  claim 
to  the  tract. 

If  in  this  case  the  service  of  notice  to  show  cause  why  his  entry 
should  not  be  canceled  was  attempted  to  be  made  upon  Gustav  Olson, 
the  original  entryman,  instead  of  upon  his  deserted  wife,  who  made  the 
final  proof,  was  directed  to  the  entryman  at  a  post  office  other  than  the 
one  where  he  and  his  family  received  their  mail  for  many  years,  and 
not  the  nearest  one  to  the  land,  and  was  returned  unclaimed,  the  entry 
was  not  properly  canceled,  and  the  subsequent  entry  of  Lars  Olson  for 
the  tract  is  not  a  valid  adverse  claim;  and  the  decisions  cited  do  not 
apply.  However,  upon  this  point  no  opinion  need  now  be  expressed, 
as  this  proceeding  is  an  ex  parte  application,  to  which  the  said  subse- 
quent entryman  is  not  a  party,  and  of  which  he  has  had  no  notice. 

Your  office  decision  refusing  a  hearing  is  reversed.  Tou  will  order 
a  hearing  before  the  local  office,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition, 
and  direct  that  the  guardian  of  the  person  and  estate  of  Martha  M. 
Olson  and  Lars  Olson,  the  present  entryman,  be  notified  thereofl 
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I1U>IA:S  LANI>S— lease— act  of  FEBBUABT  as,  1891. 

Uintah  Lands. 

The  act  of  Febraary  28, 1891,  aathorizing  Indians  who  are  occupying  lands  they 
''have  bought  and  paid  for/'  but  that  are  not  needed  for  farming  or  agricultural 
purposes,  and  are  not  desired  for  individual  allotments,  to  lease  such  lands, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  includes  within  its 
intendment  the  Indians  on  the  Uintah  reservation  who  surrendered  valuable 
rights  to  procure  a  permanent  home  on  said  reservation,  and  may  therefore  be 
properly  regarded  as  having  ''bought  and  paid  for"  said  lands. 

Assistant  Attorney- General  Va/n  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior , 

November  17^  1897.  (W.  C.  P.) 

In  response  to  your  request  for  an  opinion  in  the  matter  of  the  lease 
of  certain  lands  within  the  Uintah  Indian  reservation  in  Utah^  I  would 
respectfully  submit  the  following: 

On  February  7, 1893,  a  contract  was  made  by  which  the  Uintah  and 
White  Eiver  Utes,  acting  through  the  •Council  and  principal  chiefs, 
agreed  to  lease  to  William  A.  Perry  and  James  T.  McGonnell  "all  that 
part  of  the  Uintah  reservation,  Utah,  lying  south  of  the  Strawberiy 
river,  west  of  the  guide  meridian  and  south  of  the  first  standard  par- 
allel south  in  Wahsatch  county,"  for  the  term  of  ten  years,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  prospecting  and  mining  for  ellaterite,  gilsonite,  asphaltum  and 
all  other  kinds  of  valuable  mineral,  in  consideration  of  which  the  lessees 
agreed  to  pay  one  dollar  for  each  ton  of  mineral  mined  or  removed. 
This  lease  was  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  August  23, 

1893,  subject  to  various  conditions  of  which  only  the  following  need  be 
mentioned,  viz. :  That  the  amount  of  land  leased  should  be  limited  to 
five  thousand  acres  to  be  selected  by  the  lessees  in  no  more  than  three 
tracts,  the  selection  thereof  to  be  made  on  or  before  December  1, 1893, 
and  maps  or  plats  thereof  to  be  filed  in  the  Indian  Office  on  or  before 
January  1, 1894;  that  the  lessees,  their  heirs,  administrators  or  assigns 
should  begin  actual  mining  operations  on  said  land  on  or  before  May  1, 

1894,  and  should  prosecute  the  same  with  due  diligence;  that  the  fail- 
ure in  either  of  these  last  two  regards  should  subject  the  lease  to 
forfeiture  after  due  notice. 

The  conditions  named  in  this  approval  were  accepted  by  the  lessees 
on  August  23, 1893,  and  on  the  same  day  an  assignment  of  said  lease 
by  the  lessees  to  the  American  Asphalt  company,  theretofore  made, 
was  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  upon  condition  that 
said  company  should  file  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $5,000  conditioned  upon 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  obligations  assumed  by  the  lessees  and 
should  accept  the  conditions  named  in  the  approval  of  said  lease.  On 
the  same  day  the  company  signified  its  acceptance  of  the  conditions  of 
approval  and  also  filed  a  satisfactory  bond. 

On  November  8, 1893,  the  company  applied  for  an  extension  of  time 
for  filing  plats  of  its  selection  and  the  same  was  granted,  the  time  for 
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making  selectaons  being  extended  until  July  1, 1894,  and  for  filing  plats 
thereof  until  August  1 ,  1894.  On  July  30, 1894,  the  company  asked  for 
a  further  extension  of  time  until  August  3,  for  filing  the  plats,  stating 
that  their  agent  had  been  delayed  on  his  way  from  the  west  and  could 
not  reach  Kew  York  with  the  necessary  data  in  time  to  prepare  the 
maps  for  filing  on  Ansust  1.  With  this  letter  were  filed  two  telegrams, 
said  to  be  from  their  agent  T.  J.  Schofield;  the  first  dated  at  Clear 
Creek,  Utah,  July  25,  1894,  saying:  "Start  tonight,^'  and  the  other 
dated  at  Chicago,  July  29,  saying:  <<Been  delayed.  Just  in  tonight. 
Will  leave  for  New  York  tomorrow.'^  The  plats  were  filed  in  the  Indian 
Office  on  August  4, 1894.  On  the  13th  of  that  month  the  company  filed 
an  affidavit  of  Robert  B.  Nooney,  as  follows: 

Robert  B.  Nooney  being  duly  swoni;  says  that  he  is  President  of  the  American 
Asphalt  Company  of  Colorado.  That  the  agent  of  the  company  in  Utah,  to  wit, 
Thomas  J.  Schofield,  left  Clear  Creek,  Utah,  for  New  York  City  with  the  data  on 
which  to  prepare  the  map  of  definite  location,  which  the  company  was  to  file  in  the 
office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  on  or  before  Angust  Ist,  1894,  in  time  to 
enable  said  company  to  make  and  file  the  map  on  or  before  said  date,  if  he,  said 
Schofield,  was  not  nuduly  detained  on  his  Journey.  That  said  Schofield  did  not 
arrive  in  New  York  City  until  late  on  the  evening  of  Jnly  Slst,  and  reported  that  he 
was  detained  by  missing  connections  and  a  railroad  accident^  and  as  he  is  a  truthful 
man,  deponent  believes  his  statements.  That  said  company  prepared  said  map  at 
once  on  his  arrival  and  filed  it  in  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Afi'airs  on 
Angust  4th,  at  10:30  a.  m.  That  said  company  has  acted  in  the  best  of  faith  in  the 
matter  and  but  for  the  unavoidable  delays  of  said  Schofield  on  his  journey  to  New 
York  said  map  would  have  been  filed  on  or  before  August  1st. 

The  letter  of  the  company  of  Jnly  30, 1894,  was  received  in  the  Indian 
Office  on  Jnly  31,  and  on  the  same  day  the  Gommissioner  telegraphed 
in  reply  thereto,  as  follows : 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  positively  declines  to  extend  the  time  for  the  filing 
of  maps  by  American  Asphalt  company. 

No  further  action  seems  to  have  been  taken  in  the  premises  except 
that  the  agent  in  charge  of  said  reservation,  acting  under  instructions 
firom  the  Gommissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  has  refused  to  allow  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  said  company  to  go  upon  the  land  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  out  mineral  or  prosecuting  any  work  there. 

The  company  now  asks  that  the  default  in  filing  its  plat  be  excused 
and  waived  and  that  the  plats  be  now  approved  and  the  lease  recog- 
nized as  in  force  ui)on  such  conditions,  especially  as  to  security  for  the 
performance  of  the  company's  obligations  as  may  be  just  and  proper. 

This  lease  was  made  under  the  provision  to  section  three  of  the  act 
of  February  28, 1891  (26  Stat.,  794),  which  reads  as  follows : 

That  where  lands  are  occupied  by  Indians  who  have  bought  and  paid  for  the  same, 
and  which  lands  are  not  needed  for  farming  or  agricultural  purposes,  and  are  not 
deeired  for  individual  allotments,  the  same  may  be  leased  by  authority  of  the  Coun- 
cil si>eaking  for  such  Indians,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  five  years  for  grazing  or  ten 
years  for  mining  purposes,  in  such  quantities  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  agent  in  charge  of  such  reservation  may  recommend,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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This  provmion  has  not  been  modified,  except  by  extending  it  to  fiffm- 
iug  purposes  by  the  act  of  August  15,  1894  (28  Stat.,  286-^305). 

In  determining  whether  the  Indians  on  the  Uintah  reservation  have 
snch  a  right  in  and  to  the  lands  within  its  boundaries  as  to  make  the 
provisions  of  said  act  of  1891  applicable  thereto  it  is  necessary  to  exam- 
ine the  treaties,  agreements  and  laws  relating  thereto.  The  policy  of 
concentrating  the  Indians  of  Utah  as  much  as  practicable  was  adopted 
early  in  the  history  of  governmental  dealings  with  them.  Treaties 
were  made  with  many  of  the  different  tribes  or  bands  by  which  they 
agreed  to  remove  to  specified  reservations  as  soon  as  the  same  should 
be  set  apart  for  them.  Among  these  may  be  mentioned  that  with  tiie 
Utah  tribe,  in  1849  (9  Stat.,  984)  and  that  with  the  Shoshonee-Goship 
bands  in  1863  (13  Stat.,  681).  While  these  treaties  did  not  describe 
fixed  reservations  they  do  show  the  policy  in  force,  and  the  reports  of 
the  Oommissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  for  that  period  not  only  show  that 
this  policy  was  adhered  to  but  that  the  Indians  of  Utah  were  as  a  ta^t 
gradually  concentrated  in  this  neighborhood. 

By  order  of  October  3, 1861,  the  President  directed  that  the  entire 
valley  of  the  Uintah  Kiver  in  Utah  Territory  be  reserved  and  set  apart 
as  an  Indian  reservation. 

By  the  act  of  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  63),  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
was  authorized  and  required  to  cause  the  several  Indian  reservations 
in  Utah  theretofore  made  or  occupied  as  such,  excepting  Uintah  val- 
ley, to  be  surveyed  and  sold  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  such  sales 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians.    It  was  also  directed  by  section  two: 

That  the  superintendent  of  Indian  Affairs  for  the  territory  of  Utah  be,  and  he  is 
hereby,  authorized  and  required  to  collect  and  settle  aU  or  so  many  of  the  Indians 
of  said  territory  as  may  be  found  practicable  in  the  Uinta  vaUey,  in  said  territory, 
which  is  hereby  set  apart  for  the  permanent  settlement  and  exclusive  occupation  of 
such  of  the  different  tribes  of  Indians  of  said  territory  as  may  be  induced  to  inhabit 
the  same. 

By  the  act  of  June  18, 1878  (20  Stat.,  165),  that  part  of  the  act  of 
May  5,  1864,  directing  the  sale  of  Indian  reservations  in  Utah  was 
repealed  and  it  was  directed  that  those  lands  be  restored  to  the  public 
domain  and  disposed  of  as  other  public  lands. 

By  the  act  of  February  23, 1865  (13  Stat.,  432)  the  President  was 
authorized  to  enter  into  treaties  with  the  various  tribes  of  Indians  in 
Utah  Territory  to  secure  the  absolute  surrender  of  all  their  x>088e880iy 
right  to  agricultural  and  mineral  lands  in  said  Territory,  except  such 
agricultural  lands  as  may  be  set  apart  by  said  treaties  for  reservations 
for  said  Indians. 

I  find  a  statement  in  the  report  of  the  superintendent  of  Indian 
Affairs  for  Utah  for  the  year  1867,  that  a  treaty  was  made  with  nearly 
aU  the  bands  of  Utah  Indians  in  1865,  but  that  it  had  not  then  been 
acted  upon.  This  treaty  seems  never  to  have  been  oonfirmed  by  Ae 
Senate  and  no  further  action  seems  to  have  been  taken  nnder  the 
pi'ovisions  of  said  act  of  1865. 
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By  the  act  of  Jnne  15,  1880  (21  Stat,  199),  an  agreement  with  the 
confederated  bands  of  lite  Indians  was  ratified.  By  this  agreement 
said  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  all  their  lands  in  Colorado, 
except  certain  reservations  therein  provided  for  and  the  White  Elver 
TJtes  agreed  to  remove  to  and  settle  upon  agrionltnral  lands  on  the 
Uintah  reservation  in  Utah.  They  did  remove  to  this  reservation  and 
have  since  resided  there. 

The  rights  of  the  Indians  residing  upon  this  reservation  have  come 
before  this  Department  for  consideration  several  times,  and  before  the 
supreme  court  of  Utah,  and  have  necessarily  been  considered  by  Con- 
gress in  connection  with  legislation  affecting  them. 

In  1887  the  rights  of  these  Indians  were  recognized  by  the  President 
when  a  military  reservation  was  established  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  Indian  reservation  with  a  proviso  as  follows: 

Prtmded,  That  the  Dse  and  oconpanoy  of  the  land  in  question  be  sabject  to  such 
right,  title  and  interest  as  the  Indians  have  in  and  to  the  same,  and  that  it  be 
vacated  whenever  the  interests  of  the  Indians  shall  require  it. 

It  was  held  by  this  Department  that  the  Indians  on  the  Uintah  reser- 
vation had  <<  bought  and  paid  for"  their  lands  when  a  grazing  lease  to 
Charles  F.  Homer  was  approved  and  also  when  the  mining  lease  now 
under  consideration  was  approved.  The  correctness  of  this  conclusion 
was  raised  before  the  supreme  court  of  Utah  in  the  case  of  Strawberry 
Valley  Cattle  Co.  v.  Chipman,  decided  June  3, 1896  (45  Pac.  Rep.,  348), 
which  directly  involved  the  validity  of  the  Homer  lease.  It  was  there 
contended  that  these  Indians  had  not  <^  bought  and  paid  for"  their 
lauds  and  that  the  alleged  lease  was  void  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  authority  of  law  for  making  it.  After  a  reference  to  the  treaties, 
agreements  and  laws  relating  to  this  reservation  and  the  action  of  this 
Department  under  said  law  of  1891  and  a  discussion  of  the  question,  a 
conclusion  was  reached  by  the  court  as  follows: 

We  conclnde  that  the  lands  in  question  in  this  ease  are  comprehended  within  the 
terms  of  the  act  of  February  8  (28),  1891,  and  hold  that  the  lease  in  question  was 
sufficiently  executed  and  is  valid. 

The  court  specifically  referred  to  the  agreement  by  virtue  of  which 
the  White  Eiver  Utes  removed  to  this  reservation,  and  after  stating 
the  fact  that  these  Indians  had  given  up  to  the  government  their  i)os- 
sessions  in  Colorado,  said: 

It  would  seem  clear  that  the  surrender  of  these  valuable  possessions  was  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  characterize  the  lands  which  they  acquired  by  the  exchange  as 
<  bought  and  paid  for'  under  the  act  of  Febrnary  28,  1891,  and  the  fact  that  the 
Uintah  reservation  had  already  been  purchased  and  accepted  by  the  Utah  Indians 
conld  not  change  the  character  of  the  transaction.  If  the  Utah  Indians  were  con- 
tent to  receive  their  Colorado  brethren  and  share  with  them  the  United  States  had 
no  cause  to  complain. 

The  Department  has  in  other  connections  considered  the  character  of 
the  claim  of  these  Indians  to  the  lands  embraced  in  their  reservation, 
and  it  seems  proper  to  briefly  notice  these  instances. 
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In  1893  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  submitted  to  the  Assistant 
Attorney-General  the  question: 

What  are  the  relations  of  the  Uintah  and  Unoompahgre  Indians  to  the  lands  tbey 
occupy  ?  * 

The  Assistant  Attorney-General  in  his  opinion  of  October  23,  1893 
(10  Op.  A.  A.  G.,  122),  after  referring  to  various  treaties  and  acts  of 
Congress  referring  to  these  Indians,  and  especially  the  act  of  May  24, 
1888  (25  Stat.,  157),  providing  for  the  sale  of  a  portion  of  said  reserva- 
tion, the  consent  of  the  Indians  being  first  obtained,  and  that  the 
money  arising  therefrom  should  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  said  Indians, 
said : 

In  my  opinion  this  act  of  Congress,  which  directed  the  sale  of  a  certain  portion  of 
the  laud  in  the  reservation  provided  the  Indians  should  agree  to  the  same  aud  that 
the  money  arisiug  from  the  sale  of  such  lauds  should  helong  to  said  Indians,  to  be 
paid  iuto  the  treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  held  for  them  as  a  trust  fund, 
clearly  shows  that  Congress  treated  these  Indians  as  the  awner8  of  this  land. 

Again  he  said : 

It  has  been  repeatedly  ruled  that  Indians  who  are  in  possession  of  lands  that  have 
been  given  to  them  by  the  United  States,  for  permanent  occupancy,  where  Congfess 
h;is  recognized  the  right  and  title  of  the  Indians  to  such  lands,  hold  said  lands  as 
purchasers  having  paid  for  the  same,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  words,  'have  paid  for 
the  same,'  are  used  iu  the  act  of  1891  (sujyra).  I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  Uintah  Indians  have  title  to  the  lands  which  they  occupy. 

Afterwards,  the  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs,  House  of  Representa- 
tives, submitted  to  this  Department  a  bill  then  pending  relating  to  the 
Uintah  and  Uncompahgre  reservations  asking  for  a  Ml  statement  of 
the  condition  of  the  Indians  occupying  said  reservations,  the  nature  of 
their  title  to  the  same,  and  the  opinion  of  this  Department  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  proposed  legislation.  This  was  referred  to  the  Assist- 
ant Attorney-General,  who  in  his  opinion  of  February  16, 1894  (10  Op., 
A.  A.  O.,  271),  adhered  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  opinion  of 
October  23, 1893,  supra,  as  to  the  status  of  the  Uintah  reservation  and 
expressed  the  opinion  that  <^  Congress  should  make  no  enactment  dis- 
posing of  those  lands  except  with  the  consent  of  the  Uintah  Indians." 
In  his  report  (Indian  Division,  Record  of  Letters  sent.  Vol.  81,  page  38) 
the  Secretary,  after  expressing  his  views  as  to  the  Uncompahgre  reser- 
vation, said : 

With  regard  to  the  Uintah  reservation  the  facts  are  somewhat  different.  I  ooncnr 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  that  these  Indians  have  a  title  to 
the  lands  which  they  occupy,  which  should  he  acquired  hy  the  United  States  only 
hy  negotiations  with  them  for  that  purpose.  A  commission  might  properly  be  author- 
ized to  conduct  such  negotiations  on  the  part  of  the  government. 

He  declined  to  recommend  the  passage  of  the  bill  submitted  to  him 
or  of  a  bill  prepared  in  the  Indian  office  as  a  substitute  therefor,  but 
advised  that  legislation  should  be  enacted  in  accord  with  the  plan  sug- 
gested in  said  report. 

('ongress  evidently  accepted  the  views  thus  suggested  as  correct, 
because  in  the  act  of  August  15, 1894  (28  Stat,  286-^7)  it  was  provided 
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that  the  President  should  appoint  a  commission  to  make  allotments  to 
the  Uncompahgre  Indians  and  to  negotiate  with  the  Indians  properly 
residing  apon  the  Uintah  reservation  for  the  relinquishment  to  the 
United  States  of  the  interest  of  said  Indians  in  all  lands  within  said 
reservation  not  needed  for  allotment  in  severalty  to  said  Indians.  ISo 
agreement  has^  however,  been  negotiated  under  this  authority. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Indians  on  this  reservation  gave  up  what  were  to 
them  valuable  rights  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  place  for  permanent 
homes,  and  some  of  the  White  River  Utes  relinquished  rights  to  land 
in  Colorado  which  had  been  guaranteed  them  by  treaty  stipulation.  It 
would  seem  thus,  that  they  may  very  justly  be  considered  as  Indians 
who  are  occupying  lands  which  they  '^  have  bought  and  paid  for"  within 
the  purview  of  said  act  of  1891.  The  fact  that  this  has  heretofore  been 
held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Utah,  the  State  within  which  the  lands 
are  situated,  is  a  persuasive  argument  in  favor  of  the  same  conclusion 
by  this  Department.  Again  the  fact  that  the  holding  of  this  Depart- 
ment has  always  been  in  favor  of  such  ownership  in  these  Indians  tends 
strongly  in  favor  of  that  conclusion  now. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  these  Indians  come  within  the  purview  of 
the  act  of  1891,  and  are  authorized  to  lease  their  lands  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  thereof  relating  to  the  leasing  of  lands  not  needed 
for  farming  purposes  or  for  individual  allotments. 

While  the  application  made  July  30, 1894,  for  an  extension  of  the  time 
for  filing  plats  was  denied  by  the  Secretary  July  31,  yet  the  maps  filed 
August  4,  following,  have  not  been  formally  approved  or  rejected,  and 
the  question  as  to  what  action  shall  be  taken  upon  them  is  still  an  open 
one.  There  was  a  failure  to  file  the  maps  within  the  time  agreed  upon 
and  according  to  the  conditions  expressly  imposed  by  the  Secretary  at 
the  time  of  the  approval  of  the  lease  and  expressly  accepted  by  the 
lessee,  a  forfeiture  may  be  declared  because  of  this  default.  There  has 
been  no  declaration  of  forfeiture  and  neither  has  there  been  any  action 
which  waives  the  default  or  prevents  a  forfeiture  at  this  time.  The 
question  as  to  the  advisability  of  such  a  course  is  purely  administrative 
in  character,  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Secretary. 

The  papers  in  connection  with  the  matter  are  herewith  returned. 

Approved:  November  17, 1897. 
0.  N.  Bliss,  Secretary. 


APPUCATIOK  FOR  SURVEY— ISLAND. 

John  0.  Ohristensen. 

An  application  for  the  sarvey  of  an  island  lying  in  a  meandered  non-navigable 
stream  will  not  be  allowed. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commisioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  November 
(W.  V.  D. )  19,  1897.  (O.  W.  P.) 

On  June  23,  1896,  you  submitted  the  application  of  John  C.  Ohris- 
tensen for  the  survey  of  an  island  in  the  Platte  Eiver,  in  sections  9  and 
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16,  township  8  N.,  range  15  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Nebraska,  within  the  aban- 
doned Fort  Kearney  military  reservation. 

From  the  applieatiou  of  Mr.  Ghristensen  it  appears  that  the  island 
be  desires  to  have  surveyed  contains  about  fourteen  acres;  that  the 
width  of  the  channel  on  either  side  between  the  island  in  question  and 
other  islands  is  from  twenty-five  to  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  and  the 
depth  of  the  river  at  ordinary  stages  of  the  water  about  half  a  foot  to 
two  feet:  that  the  island  is  about  two  feet  above  high  water  mark,  and 
not  subject  to  overflow,  and  the  land  fit  for  agricultural  purposes. 
The  application  appears  to  have  been  served  upon  the  riparian  claim- 
ants, who  acknowledged  the  service  of  said  notice. 

The  Platte  Kiver  in  Nebraska  is  a  wide  shallow  stream,  enclosing 
many  islands,  and  has  a  small  volume  of  water  compared  with  its 
length.  The  water  is  so  shallow  and  the  channel  so  shifting  that  it  is 
not  navigable  even  for  small  vessels.  (Lippincott's  Gazetteer,  edition 
of  188a,  page  1762.) 

The  township  was  surveyed  in  November,  1877,  and  the  official  plat 
of  the  survey  of  the  township  shows  an  unsurveyed  island  in  the 
locality  described  in  the  application  and  represented  upon  the  diagram 
submitted  by  the  applicant,  and  in  fact  there  are  a  number  of  unsur- 
veyed islands  in  the  Platte  Biver  shown  upon  the  official  plat  of  town- 
ship 8  N.,  range  15  W.,  as  shown  by  photolithographic  copy  of  plat 
accompanying  your  letter.  It  does  not  appear  why  the  lines  of  the 
public  survey  were  not  extended  over  this  island. 

Two  applications  for  the  survey  of  an  island  in  sections  9  and  10, 
near  the  island  described  in  the  application  now  under  consideration, 
were  approved  by  the  Department  by  letter  to  your  office,  dated  March 
22, 1895,  and  this  action  was  taken  notwithstanding  a  protest  against 
the  approval  of  the  applications  by  T.  T.  Oleland  and  nine  others,  who 
claimed  the  unsurveyed  islands  under  the  laws  governing  riparian 
rights.    See  Press  Copy,  Misc.,  No.  304,  p.  135. 

You  recommend  that  this  application  be  approved  and  the  survey 
ordered, 

Dniess  the  Department  may  deem  it  not  proper  to  order  the  snrvey  made,  in  view  of 
the  principles  laid  down  by  the  U.  S.  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Grand  Rapids 
and  Indiana  Railroad  Company  v.  Batler,  decided  June  3, 1895,  159  U.  S.,  87, 

to  which  my  attention  is  directed. 
It  was  held  in  the  case  of  the  State  of  Idaho,  16  L.  0.,  496  (syllabus): 

An  order  for  the  survey  of  an  island  in  a  meandered  river  may  be  properly  made, 
where  it  appears  that  said  island  existed  substantially  at  the  date  of  the  survey  of 
the  riparian  lands  as  at  present,  and  should  have  been  included  then  in  the  public 

surveys. 

This  decision  was  approved  in  the  case  of  Frank  Level  et  al.  (21 L.  D., 
290),  decided  July  3,  1895.  But  on  June  3,  1895,  was  decided  by  the 
supreme  court  the  case  of  Grand  Eapids  and  Indiana  Railroad  Com- 
pany t?.  Butler,  referred  to  in  your  oftice  letter. 

That  case  came  before  the  United  States  supreme  court  upon  a  writ 
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of  error  to  the  supreme  coart  of  the  State  of  Michigan.  The  supreme 
court  of  Michigan  held  that  the  well-recognized  rule  in  Michigan  was 
that  a  grantee  of  land  bounded  in  the  deed  of  conveyance  by  a  stream 
takes  title  to  the  land  under  the  water  to  the  thread  of  the  stream  in 
the  absence  of  an  express  reservation;  that  reservation  cannot  be 
imx)lied;  that  when  the  government  has  surveyed  its  lands  along  the 
bank  of  a  river  and  has  sold  and  conveyed  such  lands  by  government 
subdivisions,  its  patent  conveys  the  title  to  all  islands  lying  between 
the  meander  line  and  the  middle  thread  of  the  river,  unless  previous  to 
such  patent  it  has  surveyed  sucli  islands  as  governmental  subdivisions 
or  expressly  reserves  them  when  not  surveyed ;  that  the  grant  to  Lyon 
and  Hastings  was  made  under  the  survey  of  1831,  by  which,  as  the 
court  found,  ''both  banks  of  Grand  Biver  were  meandered  and  by 
which  the  middle  thread  of  the  river  was  fixed  west  of  this  island;" 
and  that  the  grant  clearly  vested  in  them  title  to  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, of  which  no  subsequent  survey  by  the  government  could  deprive 
them. 

The  errors  assigned  are  grouped  by  counsel,  and  stated  thus:  That 
the  point  that  the  land  in  question,  even  though  an  island,  passed  to 
Lyon  and  Hastings  under  their  patent,  if  not  reserved,  was  not  properly 
before  the  court  under  the  pleadings;  that ''  the  court  erred  in  holding 
as  matter  of  fact,  on  this  record,  that  the  island  was  not  reserved  in 
the  Lyon  and  Hastings  patent;"  and  that  ''the  court  erred  in  hold- 
ing, upon  this  record,  that  Island  5  passed  to  Lyon  and  Hastings  under 
the  patent  to  them  in  1833  of  the  north  fraction  of  the  southeast  |  of 
section  25,  township  7-12," 

The  state  court,  however,  held  the  pleadings  sufficient  to  permit  of 
the  examination  and  determination  of  the  point  on  which  its  decision 
turned,  and  that  conclusion  involved  no  federal  question. 

The  United  States  supreme  court  say: 

And  as  to  the  second  proposition,  it  may  be  said  that  while  the  rale  is  that  this 
conrty  npoD  a  writ  of  error  to  the  hif^hest  coart  of  a  state,  in  an  action  at  law,  can- 
not review  its  judgment  npon  a  qaestion  of  fact,  Dower  v.  Hichards,  151  U.  S.,  658, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  extent  of  the  power  of  this  court,  in  that  particular, 
in  chancery  cases,  as  we  entirely  concur  in  the  result  reached  by  the  state  court  that 
there  was  no  such  reservation,  and  in  its  findings  as' follows :  ''  In  the  present  case  there 
is  no  act  on  the  part  of  the  government  showing  any  intention  to  reserve  this  land. 
The  only  inference  that  can  be  drawn  from  the  facts  is  that  the  government  agents, 
its  snrveyors,  did  not  consider  it  of  sufficient  value  to  survey.  It  was  not  sarveyed 
until  about  twenty-five  years  after  the  survey  of  1831,  and  not  till  nearly  twenty 
years  after  the  survey  of  1837,  when  the  other  islands  and  the  lands  upon  the  west 
bank  were  surveyed,  thus  completing  the  survey  in  that  region/' 

The  inquiry  is  rednoed  then  to  this,  did  the  court  err  in  holding  as  matter  of  law, 
upon  this  record,  that  the  grant  vested  in  Lyon  and  Hastings  the  title  to  the  par- 
ticular land  in  controversy  f 

And  held,  after  reviewing  the  case  of  Hardin  v,  Jordan  (140  T7.  8., 
371),  and  other  cases: 

We  have  no  doubt  upon  the  evidence  that  the  circumstances  were  such  at  the  time 
of  the  survey  as  naturally  induced  the  surveyor  to  decline  to  survey  this  particular 
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spot  as  an  island.  There  is  nothing  to  indicate  mistake  or  firandi  and  the  govommenl 
has  never  taken  any  steps  predicated  on  sach  a  theory ;  and  did  not  sarvey  the  00 
called  Island  No.  5  until  twenty-five  years  after  the  survey  of  1831,  and  nearly  twenty 
years  after  that  of  1837. 

And  that: 

The  supreme  court  of  Michigan  was  right  in  holding  that  whatever  there  was  of 
this  conformation  passed  under  the  grant  to  Lyon  and  Hastings. 

It  is  held  in  Hardin  v.  Jordan  (supra),  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  Grand 
Bapids  and  Indiana  Bailroad  Company  v,  Bntler,  that  the  question  of 
the  riparian  rights  of  grantees  by  the  United  States  of  the  public  lands 
bounded  on  streams,  and  other  waters,  made  without  reservation  or 
restriction,  is  to  be  construed  according  to  the  law  of  the  State  in  which 
the  land  lies. 

In  this  case  the  land  lies  in  the  State  of  Nebraska.  The  supreme 
court  of  Nebraska,  in  the  case  of  Wiggenhorn  v.  Kountz,  25  iN'ebraska, 
690,  said : 

There  is  no  douht  that  grants  of  land  bounded  upon  a  river  not  navigable  carry 
with  them  the  exclusive  right  and  title  to  the  grantees  to  the  centre  of  the  stream, 
unless  the  terms  of  the  grant  clearly  denote  the  intention  to  stop  at  the  edge  or 
margin  of  the  river^  the  rule  of  the  common  law  being  that  proprietors  of  land  adjoin- 
ing public  rivers,  not  affected  by  the  flow  of  the  tide,  own  the  soil  eutfilum  aquae. 

And  iu  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Cambridge  and  Arapahoe  Irrigation 
Company,  45  Nebraska,  798,  it  is  said  that  the  common  law  rule  as  to 
navigability  is  not  as  a  rule  accepted  in  this  country,  but  that  here  navi- 
gability in  law  is  synonymous  with  navigability  in  fact,  without  regard 
to  the  influence  of  the  ocean  tide,  and  includes  those  waters  only  which 
afford  a  channel  for  useful  commerce;  and  it  was  held  in  that  case  that 
the  courts  of  Nebraska  will  take  notice  without  proof  that  the  Bepub- 
lican  river  is  unnavigable. 

In  view  of  these  decisions,  the  application  for  the  survey  of  this  island 
must  be  denied,  and  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Noah  W.  Shreve  and 
Angelo  J,  Chidester  (Press  Copy,  Misc.  No.  304,  p.  135,)  will  not  here- 
after be  followed  as  a  precedent. 


PRACTICE— NOnCE  OF  APPEAI^CONSOIilDATED  CASES. 

KoESMOB  V.  Northern  Paoifio  R.  R.  Co. 

Prior  to  the  consideration  of  an  appeal  from  a  decision  rendered  on  consolidated  oases, 
notice  thereof  should  be  given  to  all  parties  recognized  as  having  rights  adverse 
to  the  appellant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  J^3j  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

On  October  14, 1896,  yonr  office  held  that  the  indemnity  selection  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  for  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec.  33,  Tp. 
135  N.,  R.  43  W.,  St.  Cload,  Minnesota,  was  invalid.    By  the  same 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE    PUBLIC   LANDS.  417 

decision  the  application  of  Gnstav  G.  Korsmoe,  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  the  tract,  was  rejected,  and  the  application  of  one  Per  Nilson 
tp  make  homestead  entry  of  the  same  tract  was  ''  held  for  allowance." 

Korsmoe  appealed  from  said  decision,  serving  a  copy  of  his  appeal 
on  counsel  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  bat  did  not 
serve  Nilson  with  a  copy  thereof.    The  railroad  company  did  not  appeal. 

The  Department  is  now  in  receipt  of  a  motion  by  counsel  for  Kilson 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  Korsmoe,  for  the  reason  that  a  copy  of  the 
same  was  not  served  on  Mlson,  as  required  by  rule  86  of  practice. 

The  fact  that  the  land  applied  for  by  Nilson  is  the  same  land  in  con- 
troversy between  Korsmoe  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company 
is  doubtless  the  reason  why  his  application  was  made  part  of  the 
record  in  this  case.  The  case  arose  on  the  application  of  Korsmoe  to 
enter  the  land  on  the  18th  day  of  February,  1895.  It  being  embraced 
in  a  pending  indemnity  list  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company, 
a  hearing  was  ordered.  The  local  officers  decided  in  favor  of  Korsmoe, 
and  on  the  appeal  of  the  company  your  office,  as  has  been  seen,  denied 
both  claims. 

Counsel  for  Korsmoe  seems  to  have  entirely  misapprehended  the 
scope  of  the  decision  of  your  office.  His  specification  of  errors  on 
appeal  proceeds  on  the  theory  that  said  decision  was  in  favor  of  the 
railroad  company.  It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  Department  to  consider 
this  case  on  its  merits  at  this  time,  but  it  would  not  be  just  to  the 
appellant  to  dismiss  his  appeal  because  he  has  failed  to  serve  a  copy 
thereof  on  Nilson,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  litigation.  But  owing 
to  the  irregular  consolidation  of  Nilson's  application  with  the  record 
in  this  case  and  a  decision  in  his  favor,  he  is  entitled  to-be  heard  before 
the  Department,  in  answer  to  Korsmoe's  appeal,  if  he  so  desires. 

It  is  therefore  directed  that  your  office  notify  Korsmoe  that  he  will 
be  required  to  serve  Nilson  with  a  copy  of  his  appeal  and  specification 
of  errors,  and  make  due  return  thereof  within  thirty  days  from  this 
date.    The  usual  time  will  be  allowed  for  answer. 


CERTIFICATION  AND  PATE  NT-SM^ AMP  LAND  CliAIM. 

State  of  Wisconsin. 

The  Department  is  without  jariHdiction  to  order  a  hearing,  on  the  application  of  a 
State,  to  determine  the  character  of  lands  claimed  hy  it  under  the  swamp 
grant,  where,  prior  to  any  sach  claim,  the  lands  have  been  certified  or  patented 
to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  a  railroad  grant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
( W.  V.  D. )  23, 1897.  ( F.  W.  O. ) 

The  appeal  filed  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  from  your  oflBce 
decision  of  April  9, 1897,  denying  its  application  for  a  hearing  to  estab- 
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lish  tbe  swampy  character  of  the  following  described  lands,  has  been 
duly  considered,  viz: 

The  NE.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  7,  T.  18  N.,  E.  1  B.,  approved  to  tbe 
State  for  the  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee  Railroad  Company  Decem- 
ber 18, 1863; 

The  W.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  18  K,  R.  1  E.,  approved  to  the 
State  for  the  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee  Railroad  Conipany  Decem- 
ber 18, 1863; 

The  S W.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  18  N,,  R.  1  E.,  approved  to  the 
State  for  the  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee  Railroad  Company  Decem- 
ber 18,18685 

The  SW.  4  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  19,  T.  19  N^.,  B.  1  E.,  approved  to 
the  State  for  the  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee  Railroad  Company  Decem- 
ber 18, 1863; 

The  SE.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  25,  T.  21  N.,  R.  4  W.,  approved  to  the 
State  for  the  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee  Railroad  Company  December 
18,  1863; 

The  NE.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  27,  T.  38  15.,  R.  14  W.,  approved  to 
the  State  for  the  St.  Croix  and  Lake  Superior  Railroad  Company  May 
6,  1865,  and  awarded  to  Farm  Mortgage  Co. ; 

The  SW.  i  of  the  KE.  J  of  Sec.  27,  T.  33  N.,  R.  16  W.,  approved  to 
tbe  State  for  the  St.  Croix  and  Lake  Superior  Railroad  Company  Decem- 
ber 1,1862; 

The  SW.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  7,  T.  27  N.,  B.  5  W.,  patented  to  tbe 
State  for  tbe  West  Wisconsin  Railroad  Company  August  24, 1872; 

The  NW.  i  of  the  S  W.  J  of  Sec.  1,  T.  27  N.,  R.  6  W.,  patented  to  the 
State  for  the  West  Wisconsin  Railroad  Company  August  24, 1872; 

The  SE.  i  of  tbe  SW.  J  of  Sec.  35,  T.  24  N.,  R.  1  E.,  patented  to  the 
State  for  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad  Company  January  11, 1877 
(No.  5) ; 

Tbe  SW.  J  of  tbe  SE.  i  of  Sec.  35,  T.  24  K,  R.  1  E.,  patented  to  the 
State  for  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad  Company  January  11, 1877; 
and 

The  N W.  i  of  tbe  KE.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  26  N.,  R.  1  E.,  patented  to  the 
State  for  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad  Company  January  11, 1877. 

All  the  above  described  lands  have  been  certified  or  patented  to  tbe 
State  on  account  of  grants  to  aid  in  tbe  construction  of  railroads,  and 
opposite  each  tract  is  noted  tbe  date  of  tbe  certification  or  patent  to  tbe 
State  and  the  road  on  account  of  which  tbe  same  was  made. 

It  was  because  of  said  outstanding  certifications  that  you  denied  tbe 
application  for  bearing. 

It  will  be  seen  irom  the  above  list  that  the  earliest  certification  was 
in  1862  and  the  latest  patent  in  1877. 

Tbe  State  of  Wisconsin  agreed  to  take  its  swamp  land  according  to 
tbe  field  notes  of  the  public  surveys,  and  selections  were  made  of  por- 
tions of  all  the  sections  above  described,  with  one  exception,  before  the 
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certifications  or  patents  on  account  of  the  railroad  grants,  and  none  of 
said  lists  embraced  any  of  the  tracts  here  involved. 

In  accordance  with  an  agreement  entered  into  in  1880,  between  the 
governor  of  Wisconsin,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  OMce,  a  representative  of  the  State,  together 
with  a  clerk  from  this  Department,  examined  the  field  notes  of  the  lands 
within  the  State  of  Wisconsin  and  prepared  lists  of  those  lands  found 
to  be  swamp  lands  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  September  28, 1850. 

Their  report  is  on  file  in  your  office  and  contains  all  of  the  above 
described  lands. 

Patents  issued  to  the  State  for  those  lands  reported  by  the  examiners 
as  swamp,  as  far  as  clear,  but  as  to  the  above  described  tracts  the  State's 
claim  was  rejected  by  your  office  letter  *'  K  "  of  September  12, 1895. 

From  said  rejection  the  State  failed  to  appeal,  but  on  April  21, 1896, 
filed  its  application,  under  consideration,  for  a  hearing,  in  order  to 
establish,  by  parol  evidence,  the  swampy  character  of  these  lands. 

This  appeal  does  not  appear  to  have  been  served  upon  the  companies 
for  whose  benefit  the  certifications  or  patents  were  issued,  or  their 
successors. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  appeal,  however,  that  the  State  has  never  pat- 
ented these  lands  to  the  railroad  companies  interested,  that  the  field 
notes  show  them  to  be  swamp  in  character,  and,  therefore,  the  State 
holds  the  equitable  title  under  the  swamp  grant  and  holds  the  naked 
legal  title  by  reason  of  the  conveyances  from  the  United  States  under 
the  railroad  grants. 

It  is  therefore  proposed  that  the  State  reconvey  the  title  conveyed 
on  account  of  the  railroad  grant,  and  that  patent  then  issue  to  the 
State  under  the  swamp  grant. 

From  wbat  has  been  said  it  is  clear  that  the  State  never  made  formal 
claim  to  any  of  the  lands  here  involved  until  the  examination  made  of 
the  field  notes  in  1880  and  1881,  by  the  representatives  of  the  State 
and  this  Department  under  the  agreement  before  referred  to,  resulted 
in  their  return  as  swamp  land. 

This  agreement  was  many  years  after  the  United  States  had  certified 
and  patented  the  lands  on  account  of  the  railroad  grants. 

Such  certificates  and  patents  recite  a  finding  that  the  lands  covered 
thereby  are  a  part  of  the  unappropriated  lands  within  the  limits  of  the 
railroad  grant,  which  is  in  effect  a  determination  that  they  are  not  a 
part  of  the  prior  grant  to  the  State  of  swamp  lands. 

By  the  certifications  and  patents  the  lands  passed  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Department. 

As  said  in  the  case  of  the  State  of  Iowa  v,  Eailroad  Companies 
(Oopp's  Land  Laws,  1882,  Vol.  2,  p.  959) : 

While  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that  the  Department  loses  juriRdiotion  to  act  in 
every  case  where  lands  have  been  certified  or  patented,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it 
should  he  exercised  only  in  extreme  cases,  where  without  its  exercise  the  party 
entitled  to  the  land  would  be  remediless. 
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Yoar  office  decision  refers  to  the  decision  of  the  snpreme  ooart  in 
the  case  of  McGormick  v,  Hayes  (159  XJ.  S.,  332),  in  which  it  was  held 
that  parol  evidence  will  not  be  admitted  to  show  that  lands  were  in 
fact  swamp  and  overflowed,  in  opposition  to  the  concurrent  action  of 
the  Federal  and  State  officers  having  authority  in  the  premises. 

The  action  of  your  office  in  denying  the  application  for  a  hearing  ia 
affirmed. 

PRACTICE— APPLICATION— NATURALIZATION-SBTTLiKMEirriRIGHT. 

DBISCOLL  ET  AL.  iV.  DOHBRTY  BT  AL. 

An  affidavit  made  to  supply  certain  alleged  omissions  of  matter  from  the  record, 
which  should  appear  therein,  if  it  exists  in  fact,  will  not  be  stricken  from  the 
files,  on  motion  therefor,  if  the  facts,  as  alleged  in  said  affidavit  are  not  denied. 

Distance  from  the  local  office,  character  of  the  country,  and  season  of  the  year,  may 
be  properly  considered  in  determining  whether  a  homestead  preliminary  affidavit 
may  be  made  before  a  United  States  Court  Commissioner  in  the  county  where 
the  land  lies. 

A  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen  is  not  invalid,  because  made  before 
a  deputy  clerk  of  a  court  of  record,  if  such  deputy  was  actiug  for,  and  in  the 
name  of  the  clerk  of  said  court. 

Notices  defining  the  extent  of  a  settlement  claim  posted  on  sub-divisions  thereof 
outside  of  the  technical  quarter  section  on  which  the  improvements  are  placed. 
will  protect  such  claim  as  against  subsequent  settlers. 

The  preferred  right  to  enter  forfeited  railroad  lands,  accorded  under  section  2,  act 
of  September  29, 1890,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  18, 1891,  be^na  to  run 
from  the  date  when  final  instructions  are  issued  authorizing  applications  to  be 
made  for  such  lands. 

A  declaration  of  Intention  to  become  a  citizen  filed  by  a  settler  relates  back  to  the 
date  of  his  settlement  in  the  absence  of  any  intervening  adverse  claim. 

In  tbe  case  of  settlements  on  laud  that  is  treated  as  in  reservation  by  the  Depart- 
ment, when  under  the  law  it  was  open  to  settlement,  the  rights  of  claimants 
should  be  determined  on  the  priority  and  good  faith  of  their  respective  settle- 
ments, and  their  compliance  with  law  in  placing  their  claims  of  record  after  the 
land  is  declared  open  to  entry  by  the  Department. 

Cases  arising  between  difiereut  parties  and  involving  different  tracts  of  land  sfaoold 
not  be  considered  together,  and  so  transmitted  to  the  Department  on  appeal. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  ^5, 1897.  (G.  J.  W.) 

The  following  applications  to  make  homestead  entries  for  lands  in 
Sec.  33,  T.  49  N.,  R.  10  W.,  in  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin,  apiiear 
to  have  been  received  by  mail  at  the  local  office  prior  to  nine  o'clock 
A.  M.,  November  2,  1891 : 

That  of  Gus  Johnson  for  the  N.  i  of  the  NB.  J  and  the  N.  J  of  the 
NW.  4;  that  of  John  O.  Smith  for  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  i,  the  NB.  J  of 
the  SW.  i  and  the  W.  i  of  the  SE.  J ;  that  of  Charles  K.  Hoar  for  the  S. 
i  of  the  N  W.  4,  and  N.  J  of  the  SW.  J;  that  of  John  Dohorty  for  the  8. 
J  of  the  KB.  i,  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  SW.  J; 
that  of  William  U.  Smith  for  the  SW.  J;  that  of  Alfred  Hartley  for 
the  NW.  h 
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The  application  of  John  Doherty  alleged  settlement  and  his  applica- 
tion Wi)«  allowed  the  same  date,  and  his  entry  ^  Ko.  2519,  placed  of  record. 

All  the  applications,  except  that  of  Doherty,  were  rejected  becsiuse 
of  conflict. 

On  November  3, 1891,  Edmund  Geary  appeared  in  person  and  applied 
to  enter  the  SW.  i  NW.  J,  NW.  J  SW.  J,  and  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J,  of 
the  same  section,  township  and  range.  This  application  was  also 
rejected  for  conflict. 

Subsequently,  Gus  Johnson,  W.  H.  Smith,  Alfred  Hartley,  Charles 
B.  Iloar  and  John  O.  Smith  filed  supplemental  affidavits,  alleging  set- 
tlement on  or  prior  to  November  2, 1891;  whereuimn  citation  issued 
summoning  the  parties  to  a  hearing  before  the  local  officers  on  July  25, 
1892.  At  the  hearing  Johnson's  application  was  allowed  and  his  entry 
No.  3030  place<l  of  record  upon  filing  the  relinquishment  of  John  Dris- 
coll,  who  had  applied  for  the  same  tract. 

July  19, 1892,  Edmund  Geary  was  permitted  to  make  homestead  entry 
No.  3023,  under  his  application. 

The  parties  whose  applications  were  rejected  appealed  to  your  oflice, 
and,  on  April  11,  1893,  by  letter  ("H")  of  that  date,  your  office  held 
that  the  parties  were  not  properly  notified  of  the  rejection  of  their 
applications  and  of  the  time  of  hearing,  and  that  the  local  officers  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  act  upon  and  adjudicate  their  conflicting  claims,  and 
the  case  was  remanded  for  proper  hearing,  after  notice  to  all  parties. 

In  accordance  with  instructions,  notice  issued  for  a  hearing  on  July 
26, 1893,  at  which  time  all  parties  in  interest  appeared,  in  person  and 
by  attorney,  and  trial  was  duly  had. 

After  Hartley  and  William  H.  Smith  had  submitted  their  testimony, 
their  applications  were  dismissed,  on  motion,  on  account  of  their  failure 
to-  reside  upon,  improve  or  cultivate  the  land  applied  for  by  them, 
respectively,  since  the  date  of  settlement,  November  2, 1891. 

On  December  5, 1893,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision,  in  which 
they  re-affirmed  their  action  in  dismissing  the  applications  of  Hartley 
and  William  H.  Smith.  They  also  found  that  Geary,  Hoar,  John  O. 
Smith,  and  Doherty  made  settlement  on  lands  respectively  claimed  by 
them  between  midnight  and  nine  o'clock  A.  M.  of  November  2, 1891, 
and  that  each  had  made  valuable  improvements  and  maintained  legal 
residence  on  the  land  since  settlement  thereon.  As  to  Geary  it  was 
found  that  he  lived  upon  the  land  prior  to  November  2, 1891,  and  that 
he  i)erformed  acts  of  settlement  on  the  SW.  ^,  and  from  date  of  settle- 
ment to  that  of  hearing  had  maintained  residence  upon  it,  but  that  his 
acts  of  settlement  only  extended  to  lands  claimed  by  him  in  said  quar- 
ter; that  Hoar,  on  November  2, 1891,  settled  on  the  S.  ^  of  the  NW.  J, 
and  that  his  settlement  extended  only  to  lands  claimed  by  him  in  said 
quarter;  that  John  O.  Smith  was  residing  on  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J 
prior  to  November  2, 1891,  and  before  nine  o'clock  A.  M.  of  that  day 
made  a  new  settlement  thereon  and  marked  the  SE.  ^  of  the  NW.  },  but 
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that  Hoar  had  settled  upon  the  KW,  ^  prior  to  Smith's  settlemeut  on  the 
SB.  i  of  the  NW.  i;  that  Doherty,  on  November  2, 1891,  settled  on  the 
S.  i  of  the  NE.  ^and  that  his  settlement  extended  only  to  lands  claimed 
by  him  in  that  quarter.  It  was  found  that  each  of  the  parties  named 
had  acted  in  good  faith  as  to  residence  and  improvements.  They  recom- 
mended that  the  entry  of  Gns  Johnson  be  sustained;  that  the  home- 
stead entry  of  John  Doherty,  for  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  the  SE.  J  of  the 
NW.  J  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  SW.  i,  be  canceled  as  to  the  SE.  i  of  the 
NW.  i  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  SW.  J;  that  the  homestead  entry  of 
Edmund  Geary  for  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J,  the  N  W.  i  of  the  SW.  J  and 
the  SW.  i  of  the  NW.  J  be  canceled  as  to  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  J;  that 
Charles  R.  Hoar  be  allowed  to  enter  the  S.  ^  of  the  NW.  J,  and  John 
O.  Smith  be  allowed  to  enter  the  W.  J  of  the  SE.  J  and  the  NE.  J  of  the 
SW.  J. 

All  parties  were  duly  notified  of  the  decision,  and  Hoar,  Geary  and 
John  O.  Smith  filed  appeals. 

On  February  14, 1894,  Doherty  filed  appeal  out  of  time,  giving  as  a 
reason  for  the  delay  the  serious  illness  of  his  attorney. 

On  February  26, 1894,  your  office  considered  the  several  appeals,  and 
passed  upon  the  case.  The  decision  of  the  local  officers,  in  the  rejection 
of  the  applications  of  Hartley  and  William  H.  Smith,  was  affirmed  and 
made  final.  Their  recommendation  that  Johnson's  entry  as  to  N.  ^  of 
the  NW.  ^  and  the  N.  }  of  the  NE.  ^  remain  intact  was  affirmed  and 
declared  final.  Your  office  considered  the  appeal  of  Doherty  with  the 
other  appeals  filed,  and  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers. 

From  this  decision  John  O.  Smith,  Geary,  Hoar  and  Doherty 
appealed. 

On  May  23,  1896,  the  case  came  before  the  Department  on  said 
appeals.  It  was  then  found  that  the  lands  in  question  were  included 
within  the  forfeiture  declared  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26 
Stat.,  496),  following  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral Railroad  v.  Forsythe  (159  U.  S.,  46),  and  that  your  office  and  the 
Department  had  erred  in  treating  them  as  in  reservation  for  indemnity 
purposes  on  account  of  the  grant  to  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
and  Omaha  Railroad,  Bayfield  Branch,  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1856. 
It  was  found  that  it  was  error  to  treat  said  lands  as  part  of  the  surplus 
Omaha  lands,  and  consequently  error  to  exclude  from  consideration  the 
rights  of  the  several  parties  under  claimed  acts  of  settlement  performed 
prior  to  November  2,  1891.  The  case  was  accordingly  remanded  to 
your  office  for  further  consideration  and  the  adjudication  of  the  rights 
of  the  parties  under  the  act  of  September  29, 1890.  (Letter  press  copy 
No.  333,  p.  439.) 

After  the  return  of  the  record  to  your  office,  counsel  representing 
Hoar,  Geary  and  Smith,  it  seems,  filed  briefs,  in  which  new  questions 
were  presented  for  your  consideration.  On  December  21,  1896,  your 
office,  by  letter  (*'H")  of  said  date,  readjudicated  said  case^from  which 
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decision  all  parties  have  appealed.  May  14, 1897,  oral  argument  was 
heard  in  this  case  in  connection  with  the  case  of  Tubbs  and  Miles  v. 
Hart. 

Counsel  for  Geary  appended  to  their  brief  an  affidavit  from  Geary 
and  certain  exhibits,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  cure  the  omission  of 
the  local  office  to  present  the  facts  therein  appearing  as  record  facts. 
Oounsel  for  Hoar  has  moved  to  strike  said  affidavit  and  exhibits  from 
tbe  files  and  return  them  to  the  attorneys  filing  them  under  rule  72  of 
practice. 

Without  considering  their  value  as  evidence  at  this  time,  it  is  appar- 
ent that  they  refer  to  matters  which,  under  the  rules,  the  record  should 
show,  if  they  exist  in  fact,  and  being  alleged,  further  report  from  the 
local  officers  would  be  required,  if  they  were  disputed.  Said  motion  to 
strike  is  mad«  without  denial  of  the  facts  alleged,  and  is  overruled. 

Your  office  ordered,  in  the  event  of  your  decison  becoming  final,  that 
Doherty^s  entry  be  canceled  as  to  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  i  for  conflict 
with  the  prior  right  of  John  O.  Smith,  and  as  to  the  SE.  J  of  the  N  W.  J 
for  conflict  with  the  prior  right  of  Hoar ;  that  Geary's  entry  be  canceled 
as  to  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  J  for  conflict  with  the  prior  right  of  Hoar, 
and  that  Hoar  be  permitted  to  enter  the  S.  ^  of  the  NW.  ^,  and  John  O. 
Smith  permitted  to  enter  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  W.  J  of  the 
SE.J. 

As  each  of  the  parties  relies  to  some  extent  upon  his  settlement  right, 
it  is  necessary  to  look  to  his  acts  of  settlement  as  disclosed  by  tbe 
record. 

Certain  objections  are  urged  to  the  allowance  of  Smith's  application, 
all  of  which  were  overruled  by  your  office,  and  it  is  insisted  that  they 
should  have  been  sustained.  The  first  insistence  is,  that  his  name  is 
John  O.  Johnson,  instead  of  Smith.  In  reference  to  this  matter,  Smith 
stated  on  oath  that  in  his  native  country,  Sweden,  it  was  customary  for 
young  men  to  adopt  what  name  they  pleased;  that  he  adopted  that  of 
Smith  in  Sweden,  and  retained  it  when  he  came  to  this  country.  No 
fraud  is  suggested  in  connection  with  this  change  of  name,  nor  does  it 
api)ear  that  any  one  has  been  imposed  upon  by  or  suffered  injury  from 
it.  Your  office  properly  overruled  this  objection.  The  second  objec- 
tion is,  that  his  application  was  illegal,  because  made  before  a  United 
States  Commissioner  and  not  before  the  local  office;  and,  third,  that  it 
was  not  made  within  three  months  from  date  of  settlement. 

These  may  be  considered  together.  The  affidavit  accompanying 
Smith's  application,  dated  October  31, 1891,  is  executed  before  a  United 
States  court  commissioner,  in  Douglass  county,  wherein  the  land  lies, 
and  at  such  distance  from  the  land  office  (the  character  of  the  country 
being  considered  and  the  season  of  the  year)  that  it  must  he  held  to  be 
valid  under  the  act  of  May  26, 1890  (26  Stat.,  121).  It  was  filed  Novem- 
ber 2, 1891,  and  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  Smith's  settlement, 
August  16, 1891,    Tour  office  properly  overruled  these  objections. 


424  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

It  IS  farther  urged  that  Smith  is  not  qaalified  in  the  matter  of  .citi- 
zenship. The  declaration  of  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  was  made 
August  13, 1891,  before  a  deputy  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  the  county 
of  St.  Louis,  State  of  Minnesota,  and  it  is  urged  that  such  declaration 
could  not  be  made  before  a  deputy  clerk.  Section  2165  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  originally  provided  that  such  declarations  could  be  made  before 
certain  courts  including  "a  court  of  record  of  any  of  the  States  having 
common  law  jurisdiction."  The  act  of  February  1, 1876  (19  Stat.,  2) 
directed  that  such  declaration  could  be  made  before  the  clerk  of  any  of 
the  courts  named  in  Section  2165. 

Section  859,  Statutes  of  Minnesota  (1894),  authorizes  and  emjiowers 
deputy  clerks  to  '<  perform  all  the  dutiespertaining  to  the  office  of  clerk  of 
district  courts."  The  declaration  of  intention  of  Smith,  while  actually 
made  before  a  deputy  clerk,  shows  that  the  deputy  was  aeiing  for,  and 
in  the  name  of  the  clerk.  This  being  true,  the  act  of  the  deputy  was 
the  act  of  the  clerk  and  the  declaration  was  in  contemplation  of  law 
made  before  the  clerk. 

It  may  be  said,  then,  from  the  record,  that  Smith  settled  on  the  N£.  ^ 
of  the  SW.  1  about  August  15, 1891,  and  built  a  house  and  established 
residence  thereon,  and  applied  to  make  entry  within  three  months  from 
the  date  of  his  settlement;  that  at  the  time  of  settlement  he  marked 
his  claim  to  the  SE.  ^  of  the  KW.  ^  by  putting  up  a  piece  of  board  on  a 
tree,  with  description  of  his  claim  on  it.  This  was  put  at  the  southeast 
corner  of  the  NW.  J.  The  southwest  corner  of  this  forty  was  marked 
in  same  way,  and  notice  of  the  same  kind  was  put  over  his  door  and  on 
the  S.  i  post.    On  November  2, 1891,  these  notices  were  up  and  renewed. 

Hoar  settled  on  the  SW.  J  of  the  N W.  i,  on  IfTovember  2, 1891,  for  the 
first  time.  He  does  not  deny  knowledge  of  Smith's  notice  of  his  claim 
to  the  SE.  i  of  the  N  W.  i,  and  the  record  indicates  that  he  must  have 
had  knowledge  of  it.  Under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Sweet 
V.  Doyle  et  al.  (17  L.  IX,  197),  and  again  in  Smith  t?.  Johnson  et  ah  (id., 
454),  Hoar  would  be  bound  to  take  notice  of  this  claim,  and  Smith's 
right  to  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  would  be  superior  to  his.  Hoar's  delay 
and  negligence  in  establishing  residence  for  nearly  nine  months  aftcur 
settlement  throw  distrust  upon  his  good  faith  and  contrast  unfavorably 
with  Smith's  continued  efforts  both  to  comply  with  the  law  as  to  reu- 
deuce  and  to  make  known  the  boundaries  of  his  claim. 

It  is  insisted  that  Geary  has  the  oldest  settlement  of  any  of  the  par- 
ties, and  that  he  has  made  good  his  claim  to  the  whole  tract  claimed  by 
him  in  two  ways.  He  was  living  on  the  SW.  \  of  the  S  W.  \  on  Novem- 
ber 2, 1891,  and  had  been  since  some  time  in  1889,  and  in  June,  1891,  be 
had  marked  the  corners  of  the  SW.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  giving  a  description 
of  his  whole  claim,  and  Hoar  must  have  had  notice  of  this  claim;  and, 
further,  that  by  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat, 
496),  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  18, 1891  (26  Stat.,  764),  he  had 
a  preference  right  of  entry,  and  for  that  reason^  also,  his  chum  is 
superior  to  that  of  Hoar. 
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This  last  contention  mast  depend  upon  the  x)eriod  when  the  six 
mouths  allowed  settlers  on  these  particular  forfeited  lands  began  to 
run.  The  act  seems  to  be  general  in  its  terms,  applying  to  all  forfeited 
lands.  As  to  these  particular  lands,  it  was  not  until  November  2, 1891, 
that  final  instructions  became  effective  authorizing  applications  to  be 
received  for  them.  (Newell  v.  Hussey,  17  L.  D.,  369.)  It  would  seem, 
therefore,  that  if  these  instructions  come  within  the  purview  of  the  act 
referred  t*o,  settlers  would  have  six  months  from  date  they  became 
effective  within  which  to  exercise  their  preference  right  of  entry.  The 
actual  notice  given  by  Geary's  settlement  and  by  his  written  description 
of  the  lands  embraced  in  his  claim  and  his  subsequent  application,  filed 
within  less  than  six  months  from  the  time  when  such  application  would 
be  received,  are  sufficient  reasons  to  conclude  that  his  rights  are  supe- 
rior to  those  of  Hoar,  unless  there  is  some  fatal  defect  in  his  claim. 
Counsel  for  Hoar  insist  that  such  defect  exists  in  his  naturalization 
papers.  His  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  a  certified 
copy  of  which  is  a  part  of  the  record,  appears  to  have  been  filed  in  the 
district  court  of  St.  Louis  county,  Minnesota^  and  sworn  to  before  S.  E. 
Pearshey,  deputy  clerk,  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  1891.  The  contention 
is  that  the  forfeiture  act  only  confers  a  preference  right  upon  such 
settlers  as  were  at  that  date  citizens  and  qualified,  and  the  case  of 
Hamilton  v.  Greenhoot  et  al.  (22  L.  D.,  3G0),  is  cited  in  support  of  the 
contention. 

The  principle  that  an  alien  can  acquire  no  right  to  public  land  before 
declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen  is  well  settled  ,*  but  it  seems 
to  be  equally  well  settled  that,  upon  filing  such  declaration  by  a  settler, 
it  will  relate  back  to  the  settlement,  if  there  is  no  intervening  adverse 
claim.  Jacob  H.  Edens  (7  L.  D.,  229).  If  Hoar  had  been  a  settler  or 
clsiimant  at  the  date,  April  11, 1891,  when  Geary  filed  his  declaration, 
his  contention  would  be  sound,  but  he  predicated  no  claim  until  Novem- 
ber thereafter,  nor  did  any  one  else,  adverse  to  Geary. 

The  fact  that  the  Department  was  treating  the  land  in  question  as  in 
reservation,  when  in  law  it  was  open  to  settlement,  renders  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880  (21  Stat.,  140),  in  reference  to  the  time 
within  which  application  to  enter  must  be  made  after  settlement,  inap- 
plicable as  amongst  settlers  whose  rights  were  predicated  during  the 
period  when,  under  departmental  instructions,  applications  could  not 
be  received.  It  would  be  manifestly  inequitable  to  forfeit  the  rights  of 
settlers  because  they  did  not  apply  to  enter  during  the  period  when  tlm 
land  was  being  held  as  in  reservation  by  the  Department  and  at  the 
instance  of  parties  who  presented  no  application  during  said  period. 
Under  such  circumstances,  the  rights  of  claimants  should  be  determined 
by  reference  to  the  priority  and  good  faith  of  their  respective  settle- 
ments and  their  compliance  with  law  in  placing  their  claims  of  record 
after  the  laud  was  by  the  Department  declared  open  to  entry. 
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In  the  case  of  Hazard  v.  Swain  (14  L.  D.,  230),  it  was  held: 

That  a  pre-emption  settler  on  land  reserved  for  railroad  purposes  is  entitled  to 
three  months  from  the  date  of  the  restoration  of  the  land  to  the  pablic  domain  within 
which  to  file  declaratory  statement  and  protect  his  rights  as  against  a  snbseqaent 
settler. 

An  entry  erroneously  and  inadvertently  allowed  reserves  the  land 
from  other  entry  until  the  erroneous  entry  is  canceled,  and  a  depart- 
mental order  of  withdrawal,  although  erroneous,  should  at  least  have 
as  much  force  as  an  erroneous  entry. 

It  appears  that  under  the  record,  and  this  view  of  the  law,  Hoards 
application  should  be  rejected  as  to  the  S  W.  J  of  the  NW,  J  on  account 
of  Geary's  prior  and  superior  right,  and  as  to  the  SE.  J  of  the  N  W.  \ 
on  account  of  the  prior  and  superior  right  of  John  O.  Smith,  and  that 
Geary's  entry  should  be  held  intact,  and  that  John  O.  Smith  be  allowed 
to  make  entry  for  the  land  applied  for  by  him,  including  the  SE.  i  of 
the  NW.  J.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Your  office  decision  will  stand  as  between  Doherty  and  Hoar,  but  is 
modified  to  conform  hereto. 

A  concise  statement  of  the  matters  covered  by  this  decision  was  ren- 
dered unnecessarily  difficult  because  of  the  failure  of  your  office  to 
observe  the  rule  of  the  Department,  which  forbids  the  grouping  of  dif- 
ferent parties  and  tracts  in  one  case.  Your  attention  is  again  directed 
to  the  rule  which  forbids  the  consideration  together  of  different  coses 
involving  more  than  one  tract.  The  rule  is  clearly  stated  in  the  cases 
of  Henry  St.  George  L.  Hopkins  (10  L.  D.,  472),  and  of  Holmes  C. 
Patrick  et  aU  (14  L.  D.,  271).  Compliance  with  the  rule  has  been  waived 
in  this  case  to  avoid  the  delay  which  would  have  ensued  by  returning 
the  record  to  your  office  without  action,  but  the  future  observance  of 
this  rule  in  seriding  up  cases  from  your  office,  on  appeal  to  the  Depart- 
ment, is  required. 

INIMAN  LANI>!ii-AL.I.OTTEI>  I.AND&-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1898. 

Miami  Indians. 

The  provision  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1893,  that  the  United  States  district  attorney 
shaU  represent  ''allotted  Indians''  in  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity,  can  only  he 
applicable  where  the  United  States  retains  and  exercises  control  over  the  allotted 
lands,  or  where  the  individual  still  maintains  his  tribal  relation  and  therefore 
remains  under  the  care  and  protection  of  the  government. 

Assistant  Attorney- Oenef-al  Van  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ 

November  23,  1897.  ( W.  C.  P.) 

Under  date  of  March  30, 1897,  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs 
reported  upon  a  communication  in  behalf  of  the  Miami  Indians  of 
Indiana,  in  reference  to  the  recovery  of  money  paid  for  taxes  claimed 
to  have  been  unlawfully  levied  by  the  State  of  Indiana  upon  the  lands 
of  these  Indians,  and  said  report  has  been  referred  to  me  for  an  opinion. 

The  letter  in  behalf  of  said  Indians  is  signed  by  Camillas  Bundy, 
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and  after  recitiug  that  taxes  were  levied  and  collected  for  a  nnmber  of 
years,  and  that  heretofore  the  matter  was  submitted  to  the  Attorney- 
General  of  the  United  States,  with  request  for  the  institution  of  pro- 
ceedings by  the  United  States  in  behalf  of  the  Indiaus,  which  request 
was  declined  for  lack  of  funds  available  for  such  purpose,  it  is  said: 

1  write  now  to  state  that  if  the  United  States  authorities  will  permit  the  neces- 
sary action  in  its  own  name  on  behalf  of  the  Indians,  members  of  the  tribe  are  now 
in  position  to  bear  the  necessary  expenses  of  any  litigation  directed  to  the  recovery 
of  the  sum  paid  as  taxes,  and  also  to  employ  an  attorney  to  assist  in  the  preparation 
and  management  of  the  suit,  or,  if  desired,  to  take  active  charge  thereof. 

I  have  therefore  to  request  from  your  Department,  and  from  the  Attorney-General 
through  you,  in  behalf  of  these  Indians  an  opinion  upon  the  foUowiDg  points, 
namely:  The  right  of  the  Miamis  to  recover,  the  proceedings  necessary,  and  the 
court  in  which  they  should  be  instituted. 

In  his  rei>ort  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affaird  recites  quite  fiilly 
the  various  treaties  between  the  United  States  and  these  Indians  under 
which  the  title  by  which  they  hold  their  lands  and  their  present  rela- 
tionship to  the  government  are  to  be  determined,  and  he  also  refers  to 
the  various  decisions  of  the  State  courts  having  relation  to  these  ques- 
tions. After  expressing  the  opinion  that  taxes  have  been  unlawfully 
collected  from  these  people,  he  says : 

But  the  first  question  to  be  determined  now,  and  one  upon  which  I  ask  to  be 
advised  by  the  Department,  is  whether  the  owners  of  tliese  lands  should  institute 
the  necessary  proceedings  themselves,  or  whether  the  federal  government  should  do 
so  for  them. 

He  further  says  that  if  the  question  were  one  of  governmental  policy 
only,  he  would  assert  that  the  condition  of  these  people  is  such  as  to 
make  further  calls  upon  the  paternal  care  of  the  government  unwar- 
ranted, but  that  another  question  is  brought  in  by  reason  of  a  provi- 
sion in  the  act  of  March  3, 1893  (27  Stat.,  631),  which  reads  as  follows: 

In  all  States  and  Territories  where  there  are  reservations  or  allotted  Indians  the 
United  States  District  Attorney  shall  represent  them  in  all  suits  at  law  and  in 
equity. 

These  Indians  hold  title  to  their  respective  lands  by  virtue  of  several 
treaties  made  long  before  the  system  of  dividing  lands  per  ciipita  among 
the  Indians  had  crystallized  in  the  act  of  February  8, 1887  (24  Stat., 
388),  commonly  designated  as  the  general  allotment  act. 

By  the  treaty  of  October  6,  1818  (7  Stat.,  189),  the  Miami  Indians 
ceded  to  the  United  States  a  large  tract  of  country,  and  by  article  3 
thereof  the  United  States  agreed  '^  to  grant  by  patent  in  fee  simple''  to 
Jean  Bapt.  Richardville,  principal  chief,  various  tracts,  and  further 
agreed  to  grant  to  each  of  several  other  persons  named,  and  their  heirs, 
certain  tracts.    Article  6  of  said  treaty  reads  as  follows: 

The  several  tracts  of  land  which,  hy  the  third  article  of  this  treaty,  the  United 
States  have  engaged  to  grant  to  the  persons  therein  mentioned;  except  the  tracts  to 
be  granted  to  Jean  Dapt.  RichardviUe,  shall  never  be  transferred  hy  the  said  per- 
sons or  their  heirs,  without  the  approbation  of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
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By  the  treaty  of  October  23, 1826  (7  Stat,  300),  the»e  Indians  ceded 
to  the  United  States  all  their  lands  in  Indiana  north  and  west  of  the 
Wabash  and  Miami  rivers.  It  was  provided  that  certain  small  reser- 
vations should  be  made,  and  grants  were  made  to  individuals  by  article 
3,  which  reads  as  follows : 

There  shall  he  granted  to  each  of  the  persoos  named  in  the  schedule  hereanto 
annexed,  and  to  their  heim,  the  tract-s  of  land  therein  designated;  bnt  the  land  ho 
grantf'd  shall  never  bo  conveyed  without  the  consent  of  the  President  of  the  United 

States. 

By  the  treaty  of  October  23,  1834,  as  amended  by  the  United  States 
Senate  and  accepted  by  the  Indians  November  10, 1837  (7  Stat.,  463), 
certain  lands,  being  parts  of  reservations  theretofore  made  for  these 
Indians,  were  ceded  to  the  United  States,  and  it  was  agreed  that  &om 
the  cession  thus  made  there  should  <*  be  granted  to  each  of  the  persons 
named  in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
by  patent  from  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the  lands  therein 
named."  It  was  further  agreed  that  a  patent  in  fee  simple  should  issue 
to  John  B.  Eichardville  for  a  reserve  of  ten  sections  at  the  Forks  of  the 
Wabash,  made  by  the  treaty  of  October  23,  1826,  and  also  that  patents 
in  fee  simple  should  issue  to  various  other  persons  named  for  tracts 
granted  them  by  former  treaties. 

By  the  treaty  of  November  6, 1838  (7  Stat.,  669),  other  land  was  ceded 
to  the  United  States,  from  which  cession  there  was  reserved  for  the 
band  of  Ma-to  sin-ia  a  tract  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  sup- 
posed to  contain  ten  square  miles.  It  was  agreed  that  the  United 
States  patent  to  Beaver  five  sections  of  land,  and  to  Chapine  one  sec- 
tion of  land,  reserved  to  them  respectively  by  the  treaty  of  1826,  and 
further  by  article  12  as  follows: 

Tlie  United  States  agree  to  grant  by  patent  to  each  of  the  Miami  named  m  the 
schedule  hereunto  annexed,  the  tracts  of  land  therein  respectiyely  desi^ated. 

In  this  treaty  the  removal  of  the  Miami  tribe  to  the  west  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi Eiver  was  first  mentioned,  and  provision  was  made  for  the 
expenses  of  a  deputation  of  said  Indians  to  explore  the  country  to  be 
assigned  to  them. 

By  the  treaty  of  November  28, 1840  (7  Stat.,  582),  the  Miami  Indians 
ceded  to  the  United  States  a  tract  of  land  described  as  "being  all  their 
remaining  lands  in  Indiana,-'  it  being  stipulated  that  there  should  be 
granted  and  reserved  to  John  B.  Eichardville,  principal  chief,  seven 
sections  from  the  land  therein  ceded,  to  be  conveyed  to  him  by  patent 
from  the  United  States,  and  also  in  like  manner  one  section  to  Francis 
Lafountain.  It  was  further  agreed  that  the  United  States  should  con- 
vey by  patent  to  Me-shing-go-me-sia,  son  of  Ma-to-sin-ia,  the  tract  of 
land  reserved  by  the  treaty  of  November  6, 1838,  to  the  band  of  Mate- 
sin-ia,  to  be  held  in  trust  by  said  Meshing-go me-sia  for  his  band,  the 
proceeds  thereof,  when  alienated,  to  be  equally  distributed  to  said  band 
under  the  direction  of  the  President.    It  was  also  provided  that  the 
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Miami  tribe  should  remove  to  the  country  assigned  to  them  west  of  the 
Mississippi  river  within  five  years.  It  had  been  stipulated  in  the  treaty 
of  November  6, 1838,  that  Jolin  B.  Richard ville  and  family  should  remain 
in  Indiana  when  the  tribe  should  emigrate  to  the  country  assigned  to 
them  in  the  west,  and  the  same  provision  was  extended  to  Meshing- 
go-me-sia,  and  to  his  brothers,  by  said  treaty  of  1840. 

The  Miamis  removed  to  the  west  in  1846,  and  a  further  treaty  was 
negotiated  with  them  in  1854  (10  Stat.,  1093).  This  treaty  related  par- 
ticularly to  the  cession  of  a  part  of  the  western  reservation  and  the 
division  of  the  residue,  but  the  distribution  of  funds  arising  under 
former  treaties  was  also  provided  for.  In  this  latter  provision  those  of 
the  tribe  remaining  in  Indiana  and  designated  as  the  ^^  Miami  Indians 
of  Indiana"  were  interested,  and  were  represented  at  the  negotiations 
by  their  own  delegates. 

By  the  act  approved  June  1, 1872  (17  Stat.,  213),  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  was  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  partition  to  be  made  of 
the  tract  reserved  for  the  band  of  Me-shing-go-me-sia  by  the  treaty  of 
1840,  per  capita,  share  and  share  alike  in  value,  to  the  survivors  of  said 
band  and  their  descendants.  It  was  further  provided  that  patents 
should  be  issued  conveying  in  fee  to  each  the  tract  set  apart  to  him, 
that  the  lands  should  not  be  subject  to  levy,  sale,  forfeiture  or  mort- 
gage, nor  to  lease  for  longer  than  thre«  years  at  one  time,  prior  to  Jan- 
uary 1, 1881,  that  they  should  not  be  disposed  of,  contracted  or  sold  by 
the  owners  prior  to  said  date,  and  that  the  members  of  said  band  and 
their  descendants  should  become  citizens  of  the  United  States  on  Jan- 
uary 1, 1881. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  after  the  treaty  of  1826  no  inhibition  against 
alienation  was  provided  in  connection  with  the  specific  grants,  except 
in  the  case  of  that  for  the  band  of  Ma-to-sin-ia,  and  that  was  removed 
by  the  act  of  June  1,  1872,  supra.  The  tendency  was  to  restrict  the 
inhibition  and  to  confer  upon  the  grantees  a  title  in  fee,  without  condi- 
tion as  to  alienation;  that  is,  to  invest  them  with  unconditional,  indi- 
vidual ownership.  While  the  fact  that  an  Indian  may  hold  laud  as  an 
individual  and  without  restriction  as  to  alienation  does  not  determine 
the  liability  of  such  land  to  taxation,  nor  the  status  of  such  Indian  in 
relation  to  the  government,  yet  it  is  a  fact  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  detennining  his  status. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1893  (27  Stat.,  612-631),  under  which 
the  question  now  presented  arises,  provides  as  follows: 

Id  all  States  and  Territories  Tvhere  there  are  reservations  or  allotted  Indians  the 
United  States  District  Attorney  shall  represent  them  in  all  suits  at  law  and  in 
equity. 

The  status  of  the  Indian  as  to  citizenship  does  not  of  itself  deter- 
mine whether  he  comes  within  the  provision  of  this  enactment,  because 
Indians  to  whom  allotments  have  been  made  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States.    The  act  of  February  8, 1887  (24  Stat,  388),  after  authorizing 
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the  allotment  of  land  in  severalty  in  the  discretion  of  tlie  President, 
provides  as  follows: 

and  every  ludiau  born  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States,  to  whom 
allotments  shall  have  been  made  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  or  ander  auy  other 
law  or  treaty;  and  every  Indian  born  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United 
States  who  has  voluntarily  taken  up,  within  said  limits,  his  residence  separato  and 
apart  from  auy  tribe  of  Indians  therein,  and  has  adopted  the  habits  of  civilized  life, 
is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  is  entitled  to  all  the  rij|rht», 
privileges  and  immunities  of  such  citizens,  whether  such  Indian  has  been  or  not  by 
birth  or  otherwise,  a  member  of  any  tribe  of  Indians  within  the  territorial  limits  of 
the  United  States,  without  in  any  manner  impairing  or  otherwise  affecting  the  right 
of  any  such  Indian  to  tribal  or  other  property. 

The  provision  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1893,  quoted  hereinbefore,  is 
foand  in  a  paragraph  appropriating  money  to  enable  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  in  his  discretion, 

to  pay  the  legal  costs  incurred  by  Indians  in  contests  initiated  by  or  against  them, 
to  any  entry,  filing  or  other  claims,  under  the  laws  of  Congress  relating  to  public 
lands,  for  any  sufficient  cause  affecting  the  legality  or  validity  of  the  entry,  filing 
or  claim. 

It  might  be  argned  from  the  connection  in  which  the  provision  is 
found  that  it  was  intended  that  the  Indian  should  be  represented  in 
only  such  actions  as  arise  under  the  laws  relating  to  the  public  lauds; 
but  this  would  be  a  narrow,  if  not  a  strained,  construction  of  the  lan- 
guage used.  The  language  is  broad  and  comprehensive  enough  to 
include  all  actions  to  which  an  Indian  coming  within  its  terms  is  a 
party,  and  under  the  rule  that  laws  relating  to  the  Indians  are  to  be 
liberally  construed  in  their  favor,  this  provision  should  be  held  to 
include  all  such  actions. 

There  are  no  Indian  reservations  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  hence 
if  these  Indians  are  to  be  treated  as  entitled  to  the  services  of  the 
United  States  District  Attorney,  it  must  be  because  they  come  under 
the  head  of  <' allotted  Indians."  While  an  Indian  who  has  received  an 
allotment  of  land  might  ever  afterwards  be  properly  described  as  an 
<<  allotted  Indian,"  yet  it  will  not  be  said  that  it  was  intended  that  he 
should  still  enjoy  this  special  privilege  after  the  relationship  of  ward 
and  guardian  between  him  and  the  United  States  had  in  all  other 
particulars  ceased.  It  was  not  intended  to  create  a  favored  class  of 
citizens,  but  only  to  afford  the  Indian  due  protection  during  the  i)erio<l 
in  which  the  United  States  continued  to  exercise  control  over  the  laud 
as  trustee,  or  over  his  person  as  guardian.  When  both  these  relation- 
ships cease,  all  obligations  on  the  part  of  the  government  to  the  Indian, 
except  such  as  are  enjoyed  by  all  other  citizens,  are  cancelled.  It  will 
not  be  concluded  that  Congress  intended  to  continue  this  protection  to 
the  Indian  after  the  reason  for  exercising  it  had  ceased. 

An  allotted  Indian  is  one  who  has  received  as  his  individual  proi)ert7 
a  certain  specified  tract  of  land.  To  bring  him  within  the  purview  of 
the  law  in  question  it  must,  however,  appear  either  that  the  United 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  431 

states  still  retains  and  exercises  control  over  said  land,  or  that  the 
individual  still  maintains  his  tribal  relations,  and  therefore  remains 
under  the  care  and  protection  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  treaty  of  1854  those  of  the  tribe  remaining  in  Indiana  were 
described  as  the  Miamis  of  Indiana,  and  they  continued  to  be  so  recog- 
nized as  an  organization  or  body  in  the  various  acts  appropriating 
money  to  meet^the  obligations  arising  under  treaties  with  the  Indians 
until  1881.  By  the  act  of  March  3, 1881  (21  Stat.,  414-433),  an  appro- 
priation was  made  to  pay  ^'the  Miami  Indians  of  Indiana''  the  sum 
that  became  due  them  under  the  said  treaty  of  1854.  The  Secretary  of 
tlie  Interior  was  directed  to  make  a  census  of  those  Miami  Indians 
entitled  to  participate  in  the  distribution  of  this  money,  and  it  was 
provided  that  the  receipt  of  the  sum  paid  under  that  act  should  be  a 
final  discharge  by  each  party  so  receiving  of  all  claims  whatsoever 
under  said  treaty  against  the  governnient.  This  enactment  seems  to 
be  the  last  legislative  recognition  of  these  people  as  an  organization, 
and  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  states  that  since  the  payment 
of  this  money  the  executive  departments  have  not  known  or  recognized 
the  Miamis  of  Indiana  in  a  tribal  or  other  capacity. 

It  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  that  the  former  members  of  Me-shing- 
go-me-sia's  band  are  no  longer  Indians,  as  contra-distinguished  from 
citizens  of  the  United  States;  that  they  hold  their  lands  entirely  free 
from  all  conditions  and  from  the  control  of  the  United  States.  It  fol- 
lows, therefore  that  these  persons  do  not  come  within  the  class  of 
^* allotted  Indians,"  as  that  phrase  is  used  in  the  law  under  consideration. 

Of  the  other  Miami  Indians  of  Indiana,  a  considerable  number  hold 
their  lands  entirely  free  of  conditions,  and  if  they  were  ever  allotted 
Indians  in  any  sense,  they  became  citizens  of  the  United  States  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1887,  supra.  They  are  now  in  the  same 
condition  as  one  who  has  received  an  allotment  under  said  allotment 
act  would  be  if  the  trust  period  had  expired  and  a  patent  in  fee  had 
been  issued  to  him.  It  follows  that  they  cannot  now  be  considered 
allotted  Indians  under  the  law  in  question. 

The  others  of  these  people,  and  they  must  be  comparatively  few  in 
number,  hold  their  lands  under  grantsmadein  the  treaty  of  1818,  or  that 
of  1826,  with  the  condition  that  they  may  not  be  alienated  without  the 
consent  of  the  President  of  the  United  States.  I  am  informed  at  the 
Indian  Office  that  the  use  of  these  lands  has  been  entirely  free  from 
control  by  this  Department.  As  to  what  proportion  of  these  lands 
may  have  been  alienated  by  approved  conveyances,  I  have  no  informa- 
tion.  The  facts,  so  far  as  now  presented,  are  that  these  people  have 
used  their  lands  free  of  control  by  the  United  States  for  seventy  years 
or  over ;  that  they  have  had  no  executive  recognition  in  a  tribal  capacity 
since  1881,  and  that  if  they  were  ever  alloted  Indians,  they  became 
citizens  of  the  United  States  in  1887.  It  does  not  seem  that  they  can 
be  held  to  be  within  the  purview  of  the  act  under  consideration. 
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I  have  not  discussed  tbe  qaestiou  as  to  when,  if  ever,  the  lands  of 
these  people  became  sabject  to  taxation  by  the  State,  nor  is  it  intended 
that  anything  said  herein  shall  be  taken  as  referring  to  that  qaestiou, 
nor  to  their  right  to  recover  anything  froiu  the  State. 

Approved,  November  23, 1897. 
O.  N.  Bliss,  Secretary. 


STATE  SELECTION-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1879. 

State  of  Minnesota  v.  Leno  et  al. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1879,  providing  that  "Thero  bo,  and  hereby  are  granted  to  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  to  be  selected  by  the  governor  of  the  State,  twenty-four 
sections  of  land  out  of  any  public  lands  of  the  United  States  not  otfaerwiM 
appropriated, ''  with  the  proviso  that  the  lands  so  granted  shall  be  selected 
within  three  years,  is  a  present  grant,  and  the  requirement  as  to  selection,  con- 
tained in  the  proviso,  should  be  construed  as  directory  and  not  mandatory, 
hence  a  failure  of  the  State  to  make  such  selections  within  the  time  specified 
will  not  defeat  its  right  nnder  said  grant. 

An  application  to  make  timber  land  entry  of  lan<l8  embraced  within  an  existing 
State  selection  confers  no  right  upon  the  applicant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  tJw  General  Land  Office^  yovember 
(W.  V.  D.)  J26, 1897.  (C,  J.  W.) 

On  January  11, 1896,  the  State  of  Minnesota,  by  its  duly  authorized 
agent,  presented  to  tbe  local  land  officers  at  Dulath,  Minnesotay  a 
descriptive  list  of  lands  wbich  it  proposed  to  select  in  pursuance  of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1879  (20  Stat.,  352).  A  description  of 
the  land  embraced  in  said  list  is  given  in  your  office  letter  "G''  of  July 
15, 1896,  as  follows:  lots  1,  2  and  3  of  Sec.  1;  lots  2  and  3  of  Sec.  2; 
lot  1  of  Sec.  3;  lots  1,  2,  3  and  4  of  Sec.  7;  lot  3  and  the  SW.  Jof 
SE.  J  of  Sec.  13;  lot  4,  the  SW.  J  of  NE.  J,  the  B.  J  of  SW.  J  and  the 
SB.  J  of  Sec.  18;  lots  1,  2,  3  and  4  of  Sec.  19;  the  NW.  J  of  NW.  \ 
and  lots  1,  2,  and  3  of  Sec.  20;  the  E.  J  of  SW.  J,  N.  J  of  NE.  i  and 
S.  Jof  SB.  iof  Sec.  22: 

Lot  1  of  Sec.  23,  lot  2,  3,  4,  9,  10, 11  and  12,  of  Sec.  24;  lots  1,  2  and 
3  of  Sec.  25,  lot  2  of  Sec.  26;  lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  6  and  7  of  Sec.  27;  lots  1, 

2,  4,  6,  7  and  8  of  Sec.  28,  lots  1,  2  and  the  B.  J  of  liTW.  i  of  Sec  30; 
lots  3, 4  and  the  W.  J  of  SE.  J  and  SE.  J  of  SE.  i  of  Sec.  34,  all  in  T.  63 
N.,K.16W. 

Lots  1  and  11  of  Sec.  6,  T.  55  N.,  R.  21 W.  The  NB.  i,  NW.  J,  NB.  \ 
of  S  W.  i  and  lots  5  and  6  of  Sec.  1 ;  the  NE.  J,  N  W.  J  of  SB.  \  and  lots 

3,  4,  5, 6,  7,  8,  9, 10  and  11  of  Sec.  2;  the  NW.  J  of  SW.  J  of  Sec  13; 
the  NB.  i  of  SE.  J  of  Sec.  20;  the  N.  J  of  NE.  i  and  SW.  J  of  NE,  J  of 
Sec.  28,  all  in  T.  61  N.,  K.  14  W. 

By  said  letter  your  office  rejected  the  entire  list,  basing  the  objec- 
tion, so  far  as  applicable,  upon  the  intervening  rights  of  applicants  to 
purchase,  and  where  no  conflicting  claim  appeared,  basing  it  upon  tbe 
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groand  that  under  said  act  of  March  3, 1879,  the  State  was  required  to 
make  selection  of  the  lands  granted  within  three  years,  whether  any 
other  claimant  interposed  or  not.  The  State  appealed  from  said  deci- 
sion, aud  notified  the  following  named  applicants  to  purchase,  and 
claimants,  in  whose  favor  your  office  decided,  of  its  appeal,  to  wit, — 
John  Leng,  John  Caldwell,  Daniel  D.  McDonald,  James  Foley,  Clyde 
F.  Green,  Katie  Zikmend,  Frank  Olson,  John  C.  Green,  Andrew 
Bloomer,  Edward  J.  McLaughlin,  William  Getty,  Frank  Stimson,  John 
B.  Davis,  Frank  Cutting,  Henry  S.  Patterson,  Lucius  D.  Eoutt, 
Charlotte  Bridgeman,  Edward  E.  Pinkman,  Sadie  Buck,  Magliore 
Beaudoin,  Stephen  B.  Hill,  Ella  Miller,  and  Celia  Pinkman. 
The  following  assignment  of  errors  is  made — 

Ist.  He  erred  in  rejecting  the  selections  on  the  ground  that  they  were  no  made 
within  the  three  years  required  in  said  act  of  Congress  of  March  8, 1879  (20  Stat., 
352). 

2nd.  He  erred  in  rejecting  the  selection  of  snch  tracts  as  are  in  conflict  with 
applications  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  (20  Stat.,  89)  for  the  reasons  hereinafter 
severaUy  assigned. 

3rd.  He  erred  in  rejecting  the  selection  of  such  tracts  as  are  in  conflict  with 
applications  to  enter  under  the  homestead  law,  for  reasons  hereinafter  severaUy 
assigned. 

4th.  He  erred  in  disregarding  the  relinquishment  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  for 
all  of  said  lands  filed  in  the  U.  S.  Land  Office,  Duluth,  on  said  January  11, 1896,  prior 
to  the  filing  of  said  selection  list  now  rejected. 

5th.  He  erred  in  entering  a  cancellation  of  the  University  selections,  pursuant  to 
letter  (K)  of  February  12, 1894,  prior  to  the  expiration  of  time  for  appeal. 

6th.  He  erred  in  cancelling  said  selections  by  letter  (K)  of  April  3, 1896,  to  register 
and  receiver,  U.  S.  Land  Office,  Dnluth,  Minn. 

7th.  He  erred  in  holding  for  allowance  the  applications  under  both  the  act  of  June  3, 
1878,  and  the  homestead  law,  for  the  reason  that  each  and  every  of  said  applications 
had  been  rejected  in  1893  for  conflict  with  the  State  University  selections  then  intact 
and  in  good  standing  on  the  records  of  the  U.  S.  Land  Office  at  Duluth,  and  in  the 
General  Land  Office  at  Washington. 

8th.  He  erred  in  holding  for  allowance  either  of  said  applications  for  the  reason 
that  the  said  applications  were  invalid  as  against  the  University  selections  when 
filed  in  1893,  and  were  properly  rejected,  and  for  the  further  reason  that  there  is  no 
provision  of  law  under  which  a  rejected  application  can  be  "resworn'',  and  be  given 
the  validity  of  a  new  application. 

9th.  He  erred  in  not  rejecting  each  and  every  application  under  the  act  of  June 
3, 1878,  for  the  reason  that  said  lands  so  applied  for  had  been  selected  for  educational 
purposes,  and  thereby  excepted  in  express  terms  from  the  operation  of  the  act  of 
June  3, 1878. 

10th.  He  erred  in  not  rejecting  the  application  of  said  Celia  Pinkman  upon  the 
further  ground  that  if  her  application  as  resworn  to  is  valid,  it  is  invalid  because 
the  affidavit  of  separate  use  and  benefit  was  not  resworn  to. 

11th.  He  erred  in  not  rejecting  said  applications  under  act  of  June  3,  1878,  upon 
the  further  ground  that  the  official  surveys  of  said  lands  and  the  homestead  entries 
allowed  and  passed  to  patent  for  adjoining  lands,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  show  said  lands  to  be  tillable  lands,  and  not  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  said  act  of  June  3, 1878. 

12th.  The  Hon.  Commissioner  erred  in  each  and  every  finding  of  fact  and  conclu- 
sion of  law  by  which  he  rejected  the  selections  of  said  State. 
2670— VOL  26 2S 
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The  first  assignment  of  error,  if  not  well  taken,  would  render  tlife  con- 
sideration of  the  others  unnecessary;  since  if  the  State  has  no  right  to 
the  land,  it  cannot  have  its  selection  list  approved. 

In  support  of  the  contention  that  your  office  erred  in  giving  to  the 
proviso  to  the  act  of  March  3, 1879,  a  construction  which  treats  it  as  a 
mandatory  provision,  is  cited  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  case 
of  the  State  of  Colorado  (10  L.  D.,  222),  where  a  somewhat  similar  pro- 
vision was  held  to  be  simply  directory.  The  principle  decided  in  that 
case  was  adhered  to  in  the  recent  case  of  the  State  of  Oregon  et  al  v. 
Jones,  (24  L.  D.,  116). 

It  would  seem  therefore,  that  on  this  point  your  office  must  be 
reversed,  the  Colorado  case  overruled,  or  the  present  case  distinguished 
from  it. 

Much  more  depends  upon  the  question  now  presented,  however,  than 
the  mere  adherence  to  or  overruling  of  the  Colorado  case. 

It  would  seem  that  your  office  construed  the  act  of  March  3, 1879,  to 
be  a  conditional  grant  and  not  one  in  presenti.    The  act  is  as  follows: 

That  there  be,  and  hereby  are,  granted  to  the  State  of  Minnesotay  to  be  selected 
by  the  governor  of  said  State,  twenty-four  seotions  of  land,  out  of  any  public  lands 
of  the  United  States  not  otherwise  appropriated,  in  lieu  and  instead  of  twenty-fonr 
sections  of  the  land  granted  to  said  State  of  Minnesota  by  the  fourth  subdivision  of 
section  five  of  an  act  entitled  ''An  act  to  authorize  the  people  of  the  Territory  of 
Minnesota  to  form  a  constitution  and  State  government  preparatory  to  their  adniis> 
sion  in  the  Union  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  original  States  ",  approved  February 
twenty-sixth,  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-seven,  and  selected  by  said  State,  but 
which  were  subsequently  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and  to  which 
the  United  States  cannot  take  title  to  the  State  of  Minnesota:  Provided,  That  the 
lands  herein  granted  shall  bo  selected  within  three  years,  and  ftom  unoccupied  lands 
of  the  United  States  lying  within  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

The  enacting  words,  and  those  of  a  similar  import,  have,  in  a  long 
line  of  decisions,  both  by  the  courts  and  the  Department,  been  held  to 
signify  a  present  grant. 

In  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Roseberry  (121  XJ.  S.,  488),  in  construing  the 
swamp  land  grant  of  September  28, 1850  (9  Stat.,  519),  the  court  held 
the  grant  to  be 

one  in  preseniif  passing  title  to  the  lands  of  the  character  therein  described  ttom  its 
date,  and  requiring  only  identification  thereof  to  render  such  title  perfect. 

The  clause  of  the  act  containing  the  words  of  grant  is  as  follows: 

That  to  enable  the  State  of  Arkansas  to  construct  the  necessary  levees  and  drains 
to  reclaim  the  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  therein,  the  whole  of  those  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation,  which  shall  remain  unsold  at 
the  passage  of  this  act,  shall  he,  and  the  same  are  hereby  granted,  to  said  State, 

which  words  are  in  substance  and  import  identical  with  those  of  the  act 
under  consideration.  In  support  of  its  construction  and  reasoning  the 
court  refers  with  approval  to  the  case  of  Leavenworth,  Lawrence  and 
Galveston  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  United  States  (92  U.  S.,  733),  in  which  the  court, 
in  construing  the  words  of  grant,  said: 
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It  creates  an  Immediate  interest,  and  does  not  indicate  a  purpose  to  give  in  future. 
''There  be,  and  is  hereby  granted/'  are  words  of  absolute  donation,  and  import  a 
grant  in  presenti. 

The  same  question  was  presented  in  the  case  of  Entherford  v.  Green's 
heirs  (2  Wheat.,  196). 

The  10th  section  of  an  act  of  the  I^orth  Carolina  legislature,  passed 
in  1782,  enacted: 

That  twenty-five  thousand  acres  of  land  shall  be  allotted  for  and  given  to  Major 
General  Nathaniel  GreenCi  his  heirs  and  assigns;  within  the  bounds  of  the  lands 
reserved  for  the  use  of  the  army,  to  be  laid  off  by  the  aforesaid  commissioners,  as  a 
mark  of  the  high  sense  this  state  entertains  of  the  extraordinary  services  of  that 
brave  and  gallant  oflScer. 

The  court  in  construing  this  section  says: 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  is  contended  that  these  words  give  nothing.  They 
are  in  the  fnture,  not  in  the  present  tense;  and  indicate  an  intention  to  give  in 
fnturCi  but  create  no  present  obligation  on  the  State,  nor  present  interest  in  General 
Greene. 

The  court  thinks  differently.  The  words  are  words  of  absolute  donation,  not 
indeed  of  any  specific  land,  but  of  twenty-five  thousand  acres  in  the  territory  set 
apart  for  the  officers  and  soldiers. 

The  rule  of  construction  indicated  in  this  case  has  been  followed  by 
the  court  in  an  unbroken  line  of  decisions,  and  to  adopt  a  different 
rule  would  be  to  cloud  the  title  to  millions  of  acres  of  public  lands 
patented  under  land  grants,  which  have  been  uniformly  held  to  take 
effect  as  of  the  date  of  the  granting  act,  although  the  lands  were  not 
identified  until  later  periods.  In  the  construction  and  interpretation 
of  acts  of  Congress,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Department  to  follow  the 
supreme  court,  where  it  has  indicated  clearly  what  the  rule  is,  and  in 
the  light  of  its  rulings  it  would  appear  that  the  act  of  March  3, 1879, 
is  a  grant  in  presenti  to  the  State  of  Minnesota  of  twenty -four  sections 
of  public  lands  in  said  State  not  otherwise  appropriated. 

Your  office  in  general  terms  rejects  the  State's  list  of  selections,  on 
the  ground  that  on  the  11th  of  January,  1896,  the  selection  was  not 
authorized  by  said  act  of  March  3, 1879,  which  required  that  the  selec- 
tion of  the  lands  thereby  granted  should  be  made  within  three  years 
from  the  date  of  its  approval.  It  is  not  indicated  whether  this  conclu- 
sion was  reached  by  treating  the  grant  as  one  upon  condition  precedent, 
or  as  a  grant  providing  for  a  forfeiture  upon  failure  to  comply  with  a 
condition  subsequent. 

A  condition  precedent  is  one  which  must  happen  before  either  party  becomes  bound 
by  the  contract.  Whether  a  qualification,  restriction  or  stipulation  is  a  condition 
precedent  or  subsequent  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  gathered  from 
the  whole  instrument.  A  condition  precedent  must  be  literally  observed;  a  con- 
dition subsequent;  tending  as  it  does  to  destroy  the  estate,  is  not  favored  and  is  con- 
strued strictly.    Anderson's  Law  Dictionary  (222). 

Can  there  be  any  such  thing  as  a  grant  in  presenti  upon  a  condition 
precedent t    It  would  seem  that  these  were  irreconcilable  terms,  and 
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that  a  grant  in  presently  once  made,  is  not  defeated  by  the  subsequent 
addition  of  words  of  restriction  or  condition.  Such  words  of  restric- 
tion or  condition  following  words  indicating  a  present  grant  might 
require  the  granting  clause  to  be  construed  to  be  a  grant  upon  con- 
dition subsequent,  but  in  such  cases  the  Execative  Department  has  no 
X)ower  to  declare  the  forfeiture. 

In  the  case  of  Schulenberg  et  aU  v»  Harriman  (21  Wall.,  44),  it  was 
held  that: 

No  one  can  take  adrantage  of  the  uon-performance  of  a  condition  snbseqaent 
annexed  to  an!  estate  in  fee,  but  the  grantor  or  his  heirs  or  sncoessors,  and  if  they 
do  not  see  fit  to  assert  their  right  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  on  that  ground,  the  title 
remains  unimpaired  in  the  grantee.  The  rule  equally  obtains  where  the  grant  upon 
condition  proceeds  from  the  goyemment. 

It  was  further  held,  in  reference  to  the  right  of  the  grantor  for  breach 
of  the  condition,  that  if  the  grant  was  a  public  one,  the  right  could 
only  be  asserted  by  judicial  proceedings  authorized  by  law  or  some 
legislative  assertion  of  the  ownership  of  the  property. 

Unless  authority  can  be  found  in  the  granting  act  itself  to  declare  a 
forfeiture  under  it,  it  would  seem  that  none  exists.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  grant  is  not  to  the  governor  of  Minnesota,  but  to  the  State 
for  the  benefit  of  all  its  people.  In  the  absence  of  terms  which  clearly 
import  an  intention  upon  the  part  of  Congress  to  do  so,  the  people  of 
the  State  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  the  act  because  of 
the  default  or  negligence  of  one  of  its  public  officers.  This  would  be 
the  efiect  if  the  terms  of  the  proviso  to  the  act,  wherein  it  is  '-provided 
that  the  lands  herein  granted  shall  be  selected  within  three  years,"  are 
to  be  construed  as  mandatory.  If  Congress  had  intended  that  they 
should  have  the  efiect  of  working  a  forfeiture,  it  would  have  been  easy 
to  say  so,  and  it  is  because  of  the  absence  of  words  indicating  such  an 
intention  that  I  am  confirmed  in  the  opinion  that  the  proviso  should 
be  treated  as  directory. 

Endlich  on  the  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  section  433,  states: 

Where  powers  or  rights  are  granted  with  a  direction  that  certain  regulations  or 
formalities  shall  be  compUed  with,  it  seems  neither  unjust  nor  inconyenient  to  exact 
a  vigorous  observance  of  them  as  essential  to  the  acquisition  of  the  right  or  author- 
ity conferred,  and  it  is  therefore  probable  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature. But  where  a  public  duty  is  imposed  and  the  statute  requires  that  it  shall 
be  performed  in  a  certain  manner,  or  within  a  certain  time,  or  under  other  specified 
conditions,  such  prescriptions  may  well  be  regarded  as  intended  to  be  directory  only, 
when  injustice  or  inconvenience  to  others  who  have  no  control  over  those  exercising 
the  duty  would  result,  if  such  requirements  were  essential  and  imperative. 

The  first  paragraph  seems  to  be  applicable  where  thei>erson  directed 
is  the  beneficiary  of  the  powers  or  rights  granted,  and  is  alone  to  be 
afiected  by  the  observance  or  non-observance  of  the  directions.  The 
last  clause  applies  where  the  person  directed  acts  in  a  public  capacity, 
and  upon  a  matter  in  which  the  public  has  an  interest,  and  not  himself 
alone.    The  forfeiture  of  the  personal  interest  of  the  governor  of  Miu- 
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Besota,  because  of  his  failure  to  act  as  directed,  might  be  justified 
under  the  first  clause  of  the  section  quoted,  if  such  interest  could  be 
ascertained. and  separated  from  that  of  all  the  other  people  of  the 
State;  but,  as  the  grant  is  to  the  State  and  not  divisible,  the  other 
people  in  it  would  suffer  from  his  default,  if  the  direction  as  to  the 
time  within  which  he  was  required  to  make  the  selections  was  treated 
as  imperative.  But  this  would  seem  to  be  the  very  sort  of  a  case  which 
calls  for  and  demands  the  other  construction. 

It  is  recited  in  the  act  under  consideration  that  the  grant  made  is  in 
lieu  of  twenty-four  sections  of  land  previously  granted  to  the  State, 
and  which  had  been  selected  by  the  State,  but  subsequently  otherwise 
disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and  to  which  it  could  not  for  that 
reason  make  title.  The  act  contains  an  admission  that  the  State  had 
already  been  granted  a  certain  quantity  of  land,  the  title  to  which 
had  not  attached  to  the  specific  lands  selected  by  it,  because  the  gov- 
ernment had  subsequently  made  other  disposition  of  it.  This  amounts 
to  the  recognition  of  a  present  existing  right  in  the  State  to  a  certain 
quantity  of  land,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  intention  to  subject 
that  right  to  a  condition  which  might  destroy  it.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  proviso,  it  seems  to  me,  should  not  be  construed  so  as  to 
make  of  it  a  condition  to  the  right  itself,  but  rather  as  a  direction 
intended  to  speed  the  satisfaction  of  that  right.  Viewed  in  the  light 
of  a  condition  subsequent  which  might  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  grant 
already  made,  under  the  authorities  cited,  and  in  the  absence  of  legis- 
lative action  looking  to  such  forfeiture,  the  proviso  does  not  justify  the 
rejection  of  the  State's  claim. 

Your  office  reports  a  list  of  applications  to  purchase  under  the  act  of 
June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  89),  on  account  of  which  the  State's  list  of  selec- 
tions is  rejected,  upon  the  ground  of  conflict  with  said  applications. 

The  State  in  its  second  assignment  of  error  insists  that  conflicting 
claims  could  not  arise  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878. 

This  act  is  known  as  the  timber  land  act,  and  as  originally  passed 
applied  only  to  the  States  of  California,  Oregon  and  Nevada,  and  the 
Territory  of  Washington.  On  August  4, 1892  (27  Stat.,  348),  it  was 
amended,  and  was  made  applicable  to  all  the  public  land  states.  The 
applications  referred  to  were  all  made  after  the  passage  of  the  amenda- 
tory act,  and  the  contention  of  the  State  in  its  second  ground  would 
not  be  tenable,  but  for  the  fact  that  all  of  said  applications  were  made 
while  the  State's  original  selection  of  the  lands  was  of  record  and 
uncanceled.  The  State  had  on  May  11, 1893,  selected  these  lands  under 
the  act  of  July  8, 1870  (16  Stat.,  196),  which  selection  it  relinquished  on 
January  11, 1896,  before  making  the  selection  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1879.  The  selection  by  the  State  of  said  lands  as  university  lands  was 
the  equivalent  of  entry  for  that  purpose,  and  had  the  effect  of  segre- 
gating the  lands  selected  until  the  final  cancellation  of  the  list  or  its 
relinquishment  by  the  State.  Applications  filed  before  its  relinquish- 
ment conferred  no  rights  on  the  applicants. 
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The  principle  decided  in  the  case  of  Oowles  v.  Huff  etal,  (24  L.  D.,  81), 
wherein  it  was  held  that: 

An  application  to  enter  should  not  be  received  during  the  time  allowed  for  appeal 
from  a  judgment  cancelliug  a  prior  entry  of  the  land  applied  for;  nor  the  land  bo 
involved  held  subject  to  entry  or  application  to  enter  until  the  rights  of  the  entry- 
man  have  been  finally  determined; 

is  applicable  in  this  case,  and  must  control  it. 

The  State's  selection,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  made  .before 
any  other  application  for  the  land,  after  it  became  subject  to  entry  is 
valid,  and  had  the  effect  of  again  segregating  the  lands  described  in 
the  list  filed  January  11, 1896. 

Your  office  calls  attention  in  the  letter  of  transmittal  to  the  fiftct  that 
the  records  of  the  office  show  that  the  NW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec  13 
and  the  FE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  20,  T.  61  N.,  R.  14  W.,  are  embraced 
in  the  subsisting  selection  made  by  the  State  June  8, 1883,  under  the 
swamp  land  laws;  also  that  the  K  i  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  SW.  J  of  the 
NE.  4  Sec.  28,  T.  61  N.,  R.  14  W.,  are  covered  by  commuted  cash  entry 
No.  7756,  made  July  10, 1885,  and  patented  October  3, 1888. 

The  list  of  selections  filed  by  the  State  is  returned  to  your  office,  in 
order  that  the  lands  last  named  may  be  eliminated  therefrom,  and  a 
clear  list  presented  for  approval. 

Tour  office  decision  is  modified  to  conform  hereto. 


PRACrriCB--EVrDENCrE--I>EPOSTTTON--ItEirBARrN'0. 

Bbunee  v.  Mitchell. 

Objections  to  the  alleged  want  of  regularity  in  the  proceedings  before  the  loeal  offiee 
come  too  late  for  consideration  when  raised  for  the  first  time  on  a)>peal  to  the 
Department. 

Where  the  record  recites  the  fact  that  the  witnesses  were  dnly  sworn,  and  the  teiti> 
mony  taken  is  signed  by  each  of  the  witnesses,  the  absence  of  the  officer's  signa- 
ture to  the  Jurats  is  not  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

On  the  issuance  of  a  commission  to  take  depositions  both  of  the  looal  officers  shoald 
sign  the  same,  but  the  absence  of  the  signature  of  one  of  said  officers  from  such 
commission  will  not  defeat  the  consideration  of  the  testimony  taken  thereunder, 
where  no  objection  to  its  admission  is  made  at  the  proper  time. 

A  rehearing  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  alleged  newly  discovered  eTidence 
where  such  evidence  is  cumulative  and  intended  to  contradict  or  impeach  the 
witnesses  of  the  adverse  party. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oe^ieral  Land  OffieCy  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  27y  1897.  (O.  J.  G.) 

Benjamin  H.  Bruner  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 11, 1896,  dismissing  his  contest  against  the  homestead  entry  of 
R.  E.  Mitchell  for  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  3,  T.  28  N.,  R.  3  B.,  Perry  laud  dis- 
trict, Oklahoma. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  sufficiently  stated  in  your  said  office  deci- 
sion.   The  said  contest  presented  the  sole  issue  of  prior  settlementy 
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upon  which  question  of  fact  the  concurrent  decisions  of  the  local  office 
and  your  office  are  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  An  examination  of  the 
record  fails  to  disclose  any  sufficient  reason  for  a  different  judgment  by 
this  Department. 

Accompanying  the  appeal,  however,  is  a  petition  for  rehearing  filed 
by  the  plaintifif,  on  the  grounds  of  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  of 
the  trial,  among  others  that  the  witnesses  were  not  sworn ;  in  the  issu- 
ance of  commissions  to  take  depositions,  in  that  the  said  commissions 
were  not  signed  by  both  register  and  receiver;  in  the  execution  of  said 
commissions;  and  newly  discovered  evidence. 

The  Department  does  not  deem  it  necessary  to  consider  at  length 
the  plaintiff's  allegations  of  irregularity,  for  the  reason  that,  as  the  case 
was  decided  by  your  office  and  the  local  office  on  its  merits,  objections 
of  this  character  come  too  late  when  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 
The  plaintiff  with  counsel  appeared  at  the  hearing,  offered  testimony 
and  conducted  the  examination  of  witnesses,  but  at  that  time  offered 
no  objection  to  the  proceedings.  Besides,  there  is  intrinsic  evidence 
that  the  testimony  in  this  case  was  properly  sworn  to.  The  record 
states  that  each  of  the  witnesses  was  sworn,  but  the  jurats  are  not 
formally  authenticated  by  the  signature  of  the  register  or  receiver. 
Each  witness,  however,  signed  his  testimony.  The  presumption  is  that 
an  officer  has  correctly  performed  his  duty.  According  to  the  authori- 
ties when  a  record  states  that  a  person  took  the  oath  it  wiU  be  presumed 
that  the  oath  prescribed  by  law  was  taken  and  if  there  is  no  certificate 
to  that  effect  the  fact  may  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  an  oath 
was  taken.    But  such  inadvertence  is  not  ground  for  new  trial. 

The  objection  that  the  commission  issued  to  take  depositions  was 
signed  only  by  the  register  would  appear  to  be  more  technical  than  sub- 
stantial, especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  said  depositions  were 
apparently  regularly  taken  in  accordance  with  said  commission  and  no 
objection  was  offered  to  their  admission  at  the  proper  time.  It  has  not 
infrequently  happened  that  the  receiver  failed  to  join  with  the  register 
in  the  report  or  opinion  in  a  case,  as  prescribed  by  the  Eules  of  Prac- 
tice, and  yet  it  has  been  held  that  such  failure  does  not  deprive  your 
office  or  this  Department  of  authority  to  consider  the  case'.  Arnold  v. 
Hildreth  (6  L.  D.,  779)  and  Knight  v.  Deaver  (20  L.  D.,  387).  While  it 
would  be  better  practice  for  both  officers  to  sign  jointly,  and  the  Eules 
of  Practice  should  be  observed  in  this  respect,  yet  "  a  rule  of  the 
Department  may  always  be  waived  in  the  interest  of  substantial  justice, 
as  rules  are  made  to  facilitate  rather  than  to  embarrass  and  defeat  it." 
Caledonia  Mining  Company  v.  Eowen  (2  L.  D.,  719).  The  depositions  in 
this  case  appear  to  have  been  fairly  taken  and  are  presumed  to  cor- 
rectly reflect  the  facts  as  given  by  the  witnesses.  It  does  not  clearly 
appear  how  the  plaintiff's  rights  have  been  affected  by  these  alleged 
irregularities,  nor  why  he  could  not  have  taken  advantage  of  them 
before  this  time. 
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In  regard  to  the  allegation  of  newly  discovered  evidence  as  the  basis 
of  a  new  hearing,  an  examination  of  the  plaintiff's  affidavits  shows, 
aside  firom  the  question  as  to  whether  due  diligence  has  been  exercised, 
that  the  alleged  evidence  is  not  of  such  controlling  character  as  to  affect 
the  decisions  already  rendered.  The  said  evidence  is,  principally,  but 
cumulative  of  that  now  in  the  record  and  seems  to  be  directed  more 
especially  to  a  contradiction  or  impeachment  of  the  defendant's  wit- 
nesses. It  is  well  settled  that  a  re-hearing  will  not  be  granted  on  such 
grounds. 

For  the  above  reasons  among  others,  and  in  view  of  the  evidence  that 
substantial  justice  has  already  been  done,  the  Department  is  justified 
in  denying  the  petitioner's  request  for  re-hearing. 

Your  office  decision  of  February  11, 1896,  is  accordingly  affirmed,  and 
the  petition  for  re-hearing  denied. 


BAILBOAD  QRANT-ADJUSTMENT-KECOVERT  OF  TETLB. 

OHioAGOf  EoGK  Island  and  Pacific  S.  B.  Co. 

On  the  adjustment  of  tlie  grant  made  by  the  act  of  May  15;  1856,  it  is  not  material 
whether  the  line  as  originally  located,  or  the  modified  line  as  anthorized  by  the 
act  of  June  2,  1864,  is  taken  as  the  measure  of  the  grant,  as  the  difEerence 
between  the  two  is  bat  small,  and  the  grant  is  largely  deficient  under  either 
line. 

Action  looking  to  the  recovery  of  title  to  lands  erroneously  certified  should  not  be 
taken,  where  patents  have  issued  on  the  claims  held  to  have  excepted  snch 
lands  from  the  grant ;  the  parties  in  such  a  case  may  be  left  to  assert  their  rights 
in  the  courts. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
( W.  V.  D.)  30y  1897.  (P.  W.  0.) 

With  your  office  letter  "F''  of  June  8, 1894,  was  submitted  an  acUust- 
ment  of  the  grant  made  by  the  a<^t  of  May  15, 1856  (11  Stat,  9),  to  aid 
in  the  coflstruction  of  a  railroad  from  Davenport  to  Council  Blufifs,  in 
the  State  of  Iowa.  This  g^ant  was  by  the  State  conferred  upon  the 
Mississippi  and  Missouri  Eiver  Eailroad  Company,  which  company 
filed  its  map  showing  the  definite  location  of  its  road  April  1, 1857. 
By  the  act  of  June  2,  1864  (13  Stat.,  95),  said  company  was  authorized 
to  modify  or  change  the  location  of  the  uncompleted  portion  of  its  road 
to  secure  a  better  and  more  expeditious  line  for  connection  with  the 
Iowa  branch  of  the  Union  Pacific  railroad. 

According  to  the  adjustment  as  submitted,  the  length  of  the  original 
line  as  located  was  309  miles,  while  the  modified  line  is  315  miles. 

In  the  adjustment  of  the  grant  the  old  line  was  respected  rather  than 
tbe  new  in  fixing  the  location  of  the  lands  granted,  and  in  order  to 
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remedy  the  defect  in  the  company's  title,  the  act  of  January  31, 1873  (17 
Stat.,  421),  was  passed,  confirming  to  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  Eiver 
Railroad  Company,  the  Chicago,  Bock  Island  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany, successor  by  assignment  of  the  said  Mississippi  and  Missouri 
Biver  Bailroad  Company,  the  title  to  the  lands  theretofore  approved 
and  certified  by  this  Department  under  the  grant  before  described;  and 
by  the  act  of  June  15, 1878  (20  Stat.,  133),  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
was  directed  to  restore  to  settlement,  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emp- 
tion laws,  all  the  vacant  and  unappropriated  land  theretofore  withdrawn 
on  account  of  said  grant,  situated  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  line 
of  location  filed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1864. 

According  to  the  adjustment  submitted  it  appears  that  the  whole  area 
of  the  modified  line  was  taken  as  a  basis  for  the  adjustment  of  the 
grant,  under  which  it  appears  that  the  grant  is  yet  deficient  621,017.57 
acres. 

The  difference  in  the  length  of  the  two  lines  is  but  six  miles;  so  that 
as  far  as  the  measure  of  the  grant  is  concerned,  the  difference  is  not  a 
material  one,  the  grant  being  largely  deficient  under  either  line. 

Accompanying  the  statement  of  the  adjustment  are  two  lists  of  lands 
(A  and  B),  which  lands  are  held  by  your  office  to  have  been  erroneously 
certified  on  account  of  this  grant.  Of  the  tracts  covered  by  list  A,  with 
a  few  exceptions,  the  filings  or  entries,  which  in  your  opinion  served  to 
defeat  the  grant,  have  been  perfected  long  ago  and  patents  issued 
thereon;  so  that  the  certification  to  the  company  results  in  leaving  two 
outstanding  evidences  of  title,  and  under  the  decision  in  the  St.  Louis, 
Iron  Mountain  and  Southern  Bailroad  Company  (13  L.  D.,  559)  no  fur- 
ther action  should  be  taken  toward  the  recovery  of  title  to  such  lands; 
the  parties  being  left  to  their  remedies  in  the  courts.  As  to  the  remainder 
of  the  tracts  covered  by  list  A,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  of  the  per- 
sons whose  claims  are  by  your  office  held  to  be  sufficient  to  defeat  the 
grant  are  now  claiming  such  lands ;  and  in  view  of  the  confirmatory  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January  31, 1873,  and  of  the  recent  decision  of  the 
supreme  court  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v,  Winona  and  St.  Pet'Cr 
Bailroad  Company  (165  U.  S.,  463),  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  title  to 
such  tracts  would  seem  to  be  useless. 

The  lands  covered  by  list  B  have  been  claimed  at  different  times  by 
the  State  as  swamp  lands,  but  the  claim  of  the  State,  with  but  two 
exceptions,  you  report,  has  been  finally  dismissed.  No  ground  appears 
for  a  suit  to  recover  title  to  such  land,  and  in  my  opinion  no  further 
action  should  be  taken.    The  adjustment  will  stand  approved. 

Nothing  further  is  submitted  for  consideration  by  your  letter  and 
accompanying  papers,  which  are  herewith  returned  for  the  files  of  your 
ofiice. 
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INDIAN  LAJa)S-TRUST  PATENT-AMENDMENT. 

Pbancoise  Ohabbonbau. 

To  ooneot  a  miBdeBcription  of  lands  in  a  trast  patent  issued  for  Indian  lands,  or 
under  other  circumstances  where  the  best  interests  of  the  Indian  require  such 
action,  the  patentee  lui^  be  permitted  to  surrender  the  patent,  relinquish  the 
lands  covered  thereby,  and  make  a  selection  in  lieu  thereof,  on  due  showing  of 
a  meritorious  case. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office,  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  30, 1897.  (H.  G.) 

On  July  16,  1890,  Francoise  Oliarboneaa  made  her  application  to 
have  allotted  to  her  as  an  Indian  of  the  Ghippewa  tribe,  and  the  head 
of  a  family,  under  the  provisions  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, approved  February  8, 1887  (24  Stat.,  388),  the  SB.  J  of  Sec  15, 
in  T.  161  X.,  E.  71,  in  the  land  office  at  Devil's  Lake,  Dakota,  now 
INorth  Dakota. 

The  allotment  was  approved  May  11,  1893,  and  the  conditional  or 
trust  patent  was  issued  thereon  August  7, 1893. 

On  August  16, 1895,  the  local  land  office  transmitted  to  your  office 
the  verified  application  of  said  Francoise  Oharboneau  to  amend  her 
allotment  (No.  2)  to  embrace  the  E.  J  of  SB.  \  of  Sec.  15,  and  the  W.  i 
of  SW.  i  of  Sec.  14,  in  T.  161  N.,  E.  71,  and  the  register  of  the  local 
office  recommended  that  the  application  be  granted. 

September  9, 1895,  your  office  referred  the  application  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  Indian  Affairs,  who,  on  October  16, 1895,  in  his  communi- 
cation of  that  date  to  your  office,  suggested  that  the  Indian  appliciint 
relinquish  the  lands  described  in  her  patent  Issued  August  7, 189.% 
covered  by  her  allotment  application,  and  forward  the  same  to  the 
Office  of  Indian  Affairs  through  your  office,  and  further  that 

she  should  also  famish  an  affidavit  by  at  least  two  disinterested  witnesses  haviD^ 
personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  her  said  application  to  amend. 

Your  office  adopted  this  suggestion,  and  on  October  28, 1896,  notified 
the  local  office  that 

before  the  amendment  can  be  considered,  it  will  be  necessary  that  the  party  fur. 
nish  affidavits  of  two  witnesses  corroborating  from  their  own  knowledge  the  state- 
ments made  in  her  affidavit  asking  amendment. 

It  was  also  required  by  your  office  that  the  applicant  should  furnish 
a  relinquishment  of  the  lands  described  in  her  patent  and  should  sur- 
render the  patent.  Sixty  days  were  allowed  for  compliance  with  these 
requiremei^  s. 

February  21, 1896,  the  register  of  the  local  office  reported  to  your 
office  that  said  applicant  was  advised  of  the  action  taken  by  your  office, 
and  allowed  sixty  days  within  which  to  comply  with  its  direction,  but 
had  failed  so  to  do.  Enclosed  with  this  communication  is  the  retom 
registry  receipt. 
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On  June  12, 1896,  your  office  by  letter  to  the  local  office,  after  reciting 
the  various  steps  taken  in  the  proceedings,  denied  the  application  to 
amend  the  allotment. 

By  letter  of  July  8, 1896,  addressed  to  this  Department,  the  applicant 
and  one  Antoine  Oharboneau  jointly  complain  of  the  action  of  your 
office,  and  upon  reference  of  this  letter  to  your  office,  the  same  was 
treated  as  an  appeal  from  your  office  decision,  and  the  matter  was  for- 
warded to  the  Department  for  determination. 

The  applicant  appears  to  be  an  illiterate  Indian  and  all  the  papers  in 
the  case  requisite  to  be  subscribed  by  her  are  signed  with  her  mark, 
except  the  appeal,  which  is  probably  written  and  signed  by  another. 
At  times,  her  name  is  written  as  ^<  Francois,"  the  masculine  form  of  the 
name,  and  at  times  ^^Francoise,"  the  feminine  form,  and  these  different 
names,  of  French  origin,  are  interchangeably  used  in  the  application 
for  the  allotment,  in  the  application  to  amend  the  same,  and  in  the  cor- 
respondence between  your  office  and  the  local  office.  The  registry 
return  receipt  which  is  the  sole  proof  of  the  notification  of  the  require- 
ment of  your  office,  is  addressed  to  <' Francois"  Oharboneau,  and  pur- 
ports to  be  signed  by  that  person,  who  may  not  have  been  the  applicant, 
Francoise  Oharboneau,  as  all  documents  have  been  signed  with  her 
mark,  except  the  appeal  from  your  office  decision,  which  is  in  another 
hand  writing  than  the  signature  to  the  return  registry  receipt  of  the 
letter  requiring  her  to  furnish  additional  proof.  From  the  letter,  which 
is  considered  as  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  it  appears 
that  the  allottee  did  not  have  notice  of  the  decision  of  your  office 
requiring  her  to  fiirnish  proof  corroborative  of  her  application  to  amend 
her  allotment  and  to  also  surrender  and  relinquish  her  patent,  but  did 
receive  notice  of  the  decision  of  your  office,  thereafter  made,  denying 
her  right  to  amend  and  informing  her  of  her  right  to  appeal  to  this 
Department  within  sixty  days. 

The  application  to  amend  the  allotment  shows  that  the  applicant  has 
made  valuable  improvements  on  the  land  she  desires  to  include  in  the 
new  conditional  or  trust  patent,  in  lieu  of  other  lands  which  are 
embraced  in  the  present  allotment,  which  must  be  relinquished,  and  it 
appears  from  the  records  of  the  local  office  that  the  lands  sought  to  be 
included  are  vacant. 

There  are  no  regulations  governing  the  matter  of  amendments  of 
allotments  or  correction  of  misdescription  of  lauds  in  initial  or  trust 
patents,  except  those  provided  for  by  statutes  (Act  of  January  26, 1896, 
28  Btat.,  641;  and  act  of  October  19,  1888, 25  Stat.,  612),  which  author- 
ize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  correct  and  rectify  a  mistake  in 
the  description  of  the  land  inserted  in  the  patent,  during  the  time  the 
United  States  may  hold  the  title  to  the  land  in  trust  for  the  Indian 
allottee,  and  under  other  circumstances,  if  the  best  interests  of  the 
Indian  are  thereby  conserved,  to  permit  any  Indian  who  has  been 
allotted  reservation  lands  under  treaty  or  statute  to  surrender  such 
patent  with  formal  relinquishment  and  make  a  selection  in  lieu  thereof* 
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It  seems  that  your  office  proceeded  properly  in  requiring  corrobora- 
tive proof  and  the  surrender  of  the  patent  issued,  as  the  application 
for  amendment  ought  not  to  be  granted  on  the  uncorroborated  showing 
of  the  allottee. 

This  Department  is  unwilling,  however,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  to  affirm  your  decision  denying  the  right  to  amend.  Service 
of  notice  of  your  office  decision  requiring  additional  proof  before  grant- 
ing the  application  to  amend  the  allotment,  should  affirmatively 
appear. 

Such  notice  was  addressed  to  Francois  Oharbonneau  inst^ead  of 
Francoise  Gharboneau,  and  these  names  while  having  the  idem  9anan$ 
in  the  English  language  do  not  have  such  sound  in  the  French  lan- 
guage, from  which  these  names  were  clearly  derived,  and  the  address 
in  that  language  would  clearly  mean  a  male  person,  while  the  actual 
name  of  the  allottee  is  that  of  a  woman.  Further,  the  signature  is  in 
different  handwriting  Irom  that  of  the  appeal  and  signatures  thereto, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  name  was  signed  on  behalf  of  Uie 
woman,  Francoise,  but  on  the  contrary  would  seem  to  be  signed  by  a 
man,  Francois. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  modified.  Your  office  wUl 
direct  the  local  officers  to  require  the  applicant,  within  sixty  days  from 
the  date  of  notice  of  this  decision  to  her,  to  furnish  the  additional 
corroborative  proof  heretofore  called  for  by  your  office,  and  you  will 
further  direct  the  local  office  to  give  proper  notice  of  this  decision  to 
the  apx)licant,  Francoise  Obarboneau,  addressed  to  her  at  the  proper 
post-office,  with  the  designation  of  her  status  as  defined  in  her  applica- 
tion for  allotment,  namely,  an  Indian  woman  of  the  Ohippewa  taribe 
of  Indians. 

If  such  proof  be  furnished  and  if  the  patent  now  in  her  possession 
be  surrendered  with  a  proper  relinquishment  thereon,  the  amendment 
will  be  granted,  if  the  tract  desired  to  be  included  in  the  amended 
application  be  vacant  and  no  adverse  rights  thereto  have  intervened. 


PRACTICE— PETITION  FOR  RE-REVTEW. 

Mullen  v.  Porter. 

A  petition  for  rc-Teview*  that  presents  no  new  question,  that  doee  not  assert  the 
existence  of  newly  discovered  evidence,  or  that  the  former  decision  was  secnre^l 
through  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  snccessful  party,  or  otherwise,  and  is  not  filed 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  denial  of  the  motion  for  review,  does  not 
present  a  case  where  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Secretary  can  be  properly 
exercised  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  Kotember 
(W.V.  D.)  30j  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

Daniel  Porter,  by  his  attorney,  on  November  9, 1897,  filed  what  is 
denominated  a  "petition  for  re-review"  of  departmental  decision  of 
April  12, 1895,  (20  L.  D.,  334)  in  the  case  of  Enos  Mallen  v.  Daniel 
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Porter,  involving  the  SB  J  of  Sec.  10,  T.  16  N.,  R.  7  W.,  Kingfisher, 
Oklahoma. 

A  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  was  denied  by  the  Department 
on  July  6,  1895  (21  L.  D.,  29). 

This  last  ruling  occurred,  therefore,  more  than  two  years  before  the 
present  petition  for  re-review  was  filed.  This  petition  presents  no  new 
question,  does  not  assert  the  exist'Cnce  of  any  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence, and  does  not  charge  that  the  former  decision  was  accomplished 
through  any  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  successful  party,  or  otherwise; 
but  simply  reasserts  the  former  contentions  of  Porter  and  urges  that 
the  decision  of  April  12, 1895,  denying  the  same,  was  erroneous. 

Applications  for  re-review  and  applications  for  the  exercise  of  the 
supervisory  authority  of  the  Secretary,  are,  in  some  instances,  enter- 
tained after  a  decision  of  the  Department  has  been  adhered  to  upon 
motion  for  review.  This  supervisory  authority  can  be,  and  when 
occasion  exists  therefor  is,  asserted  by  the  Secretary  upon  his  own 
motion  and  without  any  application  therefor  by  parties  in  interest. 
The  reason  for  this  jurisdiction  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  by  law  charged  with  the  supervision  of  the  public  busi- 
ness relating  to  public  lands  and  the  duty  so  imposed  terminates  only 
when  title  passes  from  the  government;  but  in  all  instances  the 
authority  should  be  exercised  with  a  due  regard  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties  and  the  public  so  that  justice  and  not  injustice  will  be  promoted 
thereby.  Where  it  is  sought  only  to  obtain  a  re  examination  of  the  same 
evidence,  or  a  reconsideration  of  the  same  questions  of  law,  the  party 
feeling  aggrieved  should  at  least  make  his  application  for  further  con- 
sideration within  a  reasonable  time.  Here,  the  departmental  decision 
of  April  12, 1896,  so  adhered  to  on  review  July  6, 1895,  has  stood  unques- 
tioned and  apparently  acquiesced  in  for  more  than  two  years.  The  suc- 
cessful party,  in  the  absence  of  any  seasonable  proceeding  to  question 
that  decision,  was  justified  in  treating  the  same  as  finally  determining 
his  relation  to  the  land  in  question,  and  in  making  valuable  improve- 
ments thereon.  It  requires  no  argument  or  discussion  to  show  that 
more  than  two  years  is  not  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  re-assail 
such  decision,  and  that  after  remaining  silent  for  that  length  of  time 
Porter  could  not  justly  be  permitted  to  question  the  rights  of  Mullen 
thereundern,  in  this  manner. 

The  petition  for  re-review  is  denied,  without  examining  or  consider- 
ing either  the  findings  of  fact  or  the  conclusions  of  law  announced  in 
the  former  decision. 
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RAILROAD  GRANT-MINERAL  LANDS-CLASSIFICATION. 

Instructions. 

A  final  miDeral  retnm  by  the  commissioners  appointed  nnder  the  act  of  Febmary  26, 
1895,  operates  to  except  the  lands  so  classified  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
PacifiOy  bat  does  not  prevent  such  disposition  of  said  lands  as  may  be  proper,  <m 
a  sabseqnent  showing  as  to  their  character;  the  classification  being  treated  as 
of  the  same  efi'ect  as  a  mineral  retarn  by  the  government  surveyor. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 
(W.  V.  D.)  30,  1897.  (F.  W.  0.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  "N'^  of  October  9, 1897,  in  which 
you  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  report  for  the  month  of  Novem- 
ber, 1896,  made  by  the  United  States  mineral  land  commissioners 
appointed  under  the  act  of  February  26, 1895  (28  Stat.,  683),  the  unsur- 
veyed  portion  of  township  65  N.,  E.  1  W.,  B.  M.,  Ooeur  d'Alene  land 
district,  Idaho,  was  classified  as  mineral  land,  the  report  stating  that 
the  unsurveyed  lands, 

when  surveyed,  will  constitute  all  of  sections  24,  13  and  fractional  section  £.  i  of  8, 
all  9, 10, 11  and  12,  township  65  N.,  R.  1  W.,  B.  M. 

The  above  classification  was  approved  by  this  Department  April  23, 
1897,  and  was  so  noted  upon  the  records. 

From  your  office  letter  it  appears  that  on  August  18,  1897,  Angie 
McLaughlin  was  permitted  to  file  her  Indian  allotment  application,  Iso. 
64,  for  the  W.  J  of  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  8,  T.  66  Ijf .,  R.  1  W.,  B.  M, 

Your  office  letter  states — 

It  is  understood  by  the  commissioners  that  the  classification  nnder  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 26, 1895,  Bupra,  is  limited  to  the  odd  sections  of  land  within  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company's  grant.  .  .  . 

The  mineral  classification  of  even  sections  should  not  operate  to  exclude  the  lands 
in  such  even  sections  from  agricultural  eutry^  but  it  seems  proper  that  the  office 
take  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  such  lands  are  claimed  as  mineral  lands,  especially 
when,  as  in  this  case,  the  records  of  the  office  show  a  patented  mining  claim  in  said 
section  eight. 

The  act  of  February  26, 1895,  supra,  providing  for  the  examination 
and  classification  of  the  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  the 
Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Goinpany,  in  the  States  of  Montana  and 
Idaho,  was  evidently  designed  to  aid  a  speedy  adjustment  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  grant.  By  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  the  classifica- 
tion, where  no  protest  is  filed  against  the  same,  and  when  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  becomes  final,  and  a  tract  returned  as 
mineral,  which  return  becomes  final,  is  forever  excepted  from  the  grant. 
But  it  does  not  prevent  other  disposition  of  the  land,  where  returned  as 
mineral,  should  subsequent  investigation  prove  the  tracts  to  be  not 
mineral  in  character,  and  an  entryman  making  entry  of  such  lands 
under  the  mineral  laws  should  establish  the  mineral  character  the  same 
as  though  such  classification  had  not  been  made. 
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A  mineral  return  by  the  oommissioners  would  not,  therefore,  prevent 
your  office  firom  making  such  disposition  of  the  land  as  is  proper  upon 
a  subsequent  showing  as  to  its  character,  bat  the  classification  should 
be  considered  as  of  the  same  effect  as  the  return  of  mineral  lands  made 
by  the  government  surveyor. 

The  revocation  of  the  formal  approval  of  the  lists  containing  the 
classification  before  referred  to  is  not  deemed  necessary. 


MINING  CLAIMS-POSSESSION-RKLOCATION. 

Stewabt  £T  al.  V.  Bees  bt  al. 

The  oontinnity  of  possession  ander  a  mining  claim  is  not  disturbed  by  an  attempted 
relocation  made  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  statutory  ground  therefor. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  5,  1897.  (P.  J.  0.) 

A  full  history  of  this  controversy  will  be  found  in  Stewart  et  al.  v. 
liees  et  al.  (21  L.  D.,  446),  and  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  recite  the 
facts  again  in  this  opinion  any  farther  than  is  required  to  give  intelli- 
gent understanding  to  the  present  question. 

It  appears  that  Eees  became  possessed  of  the  Jaw  Bone  lode,  situated 
in  the  Helena,  Montana,  land  district,  in  1875,  and  in  1889  made  an 
application  for  patent  therefor  together  with  a  mill  site;  the  application 
was  adversed  as  to  the  mill  site,  and  after  that  litigation  was  disposed 
of  Eees  made  entry  of  the  mining  claim,  on  December  10, 1892. 

Subsequently  Stewart  et  al.  filed  a  protest  against  the  entry,  alleging 
that  they  were  the  owners  of  the  ground  by  reason  of  the  location  of 
the  Weaver  lode  claim. 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  finally  the  Department,  by  said  decision, 
remanded  the  case  for  another  hearing,  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  or  not  Bees  or  his  grantors  had  had  possession  of,  and  had 
been  working  the  claim  for  the  period  prescribed  by  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  the  State  of  Montana. 

Hearing  was  accordingly  had,  and  as  a  result  thereof  the  local  offi- 
cers found  that  Hees  and  his  grantors  had  been  so  possessed  of,  and 
had  worked  the  claim,  and  recommended  that  the  protest  be  dismissed 
and  the  claimant  be  allowed  to  secure  patent  for  the  Jaw  Bone  lode. 

On  appeal  your  office  affirmed  this  action;  whereupon  the  protest- 
ants  prosecute  this  appeal. 

From  an  examination  of  the  testimony  it  is  found  that  in  the  opinion 
of  the  local  officers,  and  that  of  your  office,  the  facts  as  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  are  fairly  and  sufficiently  set  forth,  and  the  Department  con- 
curs in  the  conclusions  arrived  at. 

It  may  be  said,  in  addition  to  this,  that  it  is  not  denied  that  Eees 
had  possession  and  worked  this  claim  firom  1875  until  1886  without 
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there  being  any  dispute  about,  or  cloud  upon,  his  title  in  any  manner 
whatever.  He  was  working  the  mine  through  his  agent  Kerwin  in 
1885,  and  quite  a  large  amount  of  ore  was  extracted  during  that  year. 

It  appears  that  Kerwin,  not  being  entirely  satisfied  with  the  condi- 
tions under  which  he  was  working,  relocated  the  claim  early  in  1886, 
but  fearing  his  location,  being  made  as  it  was  while  he  was  acting  as 
Kees'  agent,  was  not  a  lawful  one,  one  Wisemiller  also  relocated  the 
ground  later  in  the  year  1886. 

According  to  the  testimony  of  Kerwin  himself,  as  given.at  the  hear- 
ing, there  was  no  reason  whatever  that  would  justify  a  relocation  of 
this  territory;  the  annual  work  had  been  performed  for  the  year  1885 
and  there  was  no  reason  to  believe  that  there  was  any  intention  to 
abandon  on  the  part  of  Bees.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  shown  by  the  cor- 
respondence between  the  parties  that  Eees  acted  entirely  in  ignorance 
of  this  pretended  relocation  and  that  the  relation  that  had  theretofore 
existed  between  them  was  still  maintained. 

But  aside  from  this,  in  1888  Wisemiller  signed  a  statement,  in  the 
shape  of  a  relinquishment  of  his  location,  in  which  it  is  stated  '^  that  said 
property  had  never  been  vacated,  according  to  their  best  knowledge 
and  information,  since  the  location  under  title  claimed  by  the  second 
party."    (The  second  party  being  Mr.  Bees.) 

It  is  shown  by  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Kerwin  that  at  the  time  this 
relinquishment  was  entered  into  he  was  cognizant  of  the  fact  and  con- 
sented to  it,  although  he  did  not  sign  the  pax>er. 

An  attempt  to  make  a  relocation  of  a  mining  claim  as  was  done  in 
this  case  certainly  did  not  create  in  the  parties  making  it  any  such 
adverse  right  as  would  defeat  the  continuity  of  the  original  claimant's 
possession.    (Belk  v.  Meagher,  104  IT.  S.,  279.) 

Your  office  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  and  if  otherwise  satisfac* 
tory  the  Jaw  Bone  entry  will  be  passed  to  patent. 


APPLICATION  TO  ENTER-SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Giles  v.  Tboop. 

An  application  to  amend  an  entry,  suspended  on  account  of  a  prior  existing  entry 
covering  tlie  land  so  applied  for,  confers  no  right  upon  the  applicant  as  against 
a  settler  on  the  land,  in  the  event  of  the  cancellation  of  the  prior  entry. 

During  the  existence  of  an  entry  no  rights,  adverse  thereto,  can  be  acquired  to  the 
land  embraced  therein  either  by  applications  to  enter  such  land  or  by  settlement 
thereon,  but,  on  the  cancellation  of  said  entry,  as  between  such  settlers,  the 
date  of  settlement  may  be  properly  considered. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

(W.  V.  D.)  4, 1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

Americns  W.  Kees,  on  September  25,  1891,  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  11  Ijf.,  E.  4  E,,  Oklahoma  City  land  district, 
Oklahoma  Territory. 
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John  D.  Troop,  on  September  25, 1891,  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
NE.  J  of  Sec.  6,  T.  10  N.,  R.  4  E.,  same  land  district. 

On  October  3, 1891,  Kees  applied  to  amend  his  entry  to  the  NE.  J  of 
Sec.  31,  T.  11  N.,  R.  4  B. 

On  October  5, 1891,  Troop  made  application  to  amend  to  the  SE.  ^  of 
Sec.  31,  T.  11  !N;.,  B.  4  E.,  alleging  settlement  thereon.  (This  was  the 
tract  which  Eees  had  originally  entered.) 

Eees's  application  to  amend  brought  him  into  conflict  with  one  Ken- 
nedy;  and  action  on  Troop's  application  to  amend  was  suspended  until 
the  contest  case  of  Kees  v,  Kennedy  should  be  closed. 

On  Jannary  16, 1894,  A.  J.  Giles  filed  in  your  office  a  protest  against 
the  allowance  of  Troop's  application  to  amend. 

The  contest  between  Kees  and  Kennedy  resulted  in  Kees  being 
allowed  to  amend  his  entry  by  substituting  the  tract  in  controversy  in 
that  case  (tlie  'SB.  |  of  Sec.  31,  T.  11  ^.,  B.  4  E.),  for  that  named  in  his 
original  entry.  Thereupon  Troop  was  permitted  by  your  office  letter  of 
August  14, 1895,  to  amend  his  entry  by  substituting  therein  the  tract 
thus  relieved  firom  Keetfs  entry  (the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  11  N.,  B.  4  E.), 
which  is  here  in  controversy.  Troop's  amendment  was  consummated 
on  October  31, 1896. 

Prior  to  the  last  named  date,  however — ^to  wit,  on  September  9,1896 — 
Giles,  having  been  notified  of  the  action  of  your  office  allowing  Troop 
to  amend,  filed  a  second  protest  against  the  allowance  of  such  amend- 
ment (which  protest  afterward  ripened  into  a  contest).  In  said  protest 
Giles  alleged  that  he  had  resided  upon  and  improved  said  land  since 
September  9, 1892,  and  that  Troop  had  never  established  actual  resi- 
dence upon  the  land,  but  had  abandoned  the  same. 

On  January  13, 1896,  your  office  advised  the  local  officers  that  when 
your  office  letter  of  August  14, 1895,  was  written,  allowing  Troop  to 
amend  his  entry,  Giles's  protest  was  overlooked ;  and  your  office  directed 
that  a  hearing  be  had. 

March  13, 1897,  was  set  for  such  a  hearing.  On  that  date  both  parties 
appeared  in  person  and  by  attorney. 

The  evidence  submitted  by  the  contestant  (Giles)  showed  that  the 
defendant  (Troop)  settled  upon  the  land  on  September  22, 1891;  that 
in  a  short  time  after  filing  his  application  to  amend  (October  5, 1891) 
he  left  the  land,  and  did  not  return  thereto  again  until  about  October 
1, 1895;  that  the  contestant  moved  on  the  land  with  his  family  Septem- 
ber 9, 1892,  and  continued  to  live  there  until  the  date  of  the  hearing; 
and  that  his  improvements  are  worth  about  $500. 

To  the  above  evidence  the  defendant  demurred,  alleging,  in  substance, 
that  as  a  matter  of  law  he  was  not  required  to  reside  upon  the  land 
until  his  application  to  make  entry  of  the  same  had  been  allowed;  that 
the  contestant's  evidence  showed  that,  if  any  default  existed,  it  had 
been  cured  by  establishing  residence  on  the  land  prior  to  the  filing  of 
the  affidavit  of  contest;  and  that  since  establishing  residence  be  has 
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built  ft  substantial  house,  and  cultivated  and  improved  the  land  accord- 
ing to  law. 

The  local  officers  rendered  their  joint  opinion  ^^that  under  the  law 
Troop  was  not  required  to  reside  upon  the  land  pending  the  considera- 
tion of  his  application  to  amend  " ;  that  '^  Giles  obtained  no  rights  under 
his  settlement  in  the  face  of  Troop's  application  and  while  the  land  was 
in  contest";  and  that,  if  it  should  be  held  that  Troop  was  required  to 
reside  upon  the  land  to  which  he  desired  to  amend,  <^his  laches  as  to 
abandonment  were  cured  by  his  acts  of  settlement  and  cultivation  prior 
to  the  order  or  notice  of  hearing  in  this  case."  Therefore  they  sustained 
the  demurrer. 

Giles  appealed  to  your  office,  which  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local 
officers.  Thereupon  he  appeals  to  the  Department — contending  that 
^^the  law  permitting  a  homestead  applicant  to  reside  and  maintain  a 
residence  elsewhere  than  on  the  land  embraced  in  his  homestead  appli- 
cation" pending  the  consideration  of  the  allowance  of  such  application, 
^^does  not  apply  where  the  representations  made  to  procure  the  amend- 
ment of  the  entry  were  false  and  fraudulent,  and  does  not  apply  where 
the  applicant  claims  the  land  as  an  actual  settler  thereon  prior  to  mak- 
ing his  homestead  application  therefor";  also — 

That  Troop,  having  a  full  knowledge  of  the  settlement  and  improyement  of  the 
tract  by  Giles  in  1892,  and  making  no  remonstrance  to  Gilee  against  the  settlement 
and  improvement,  bnt  in  silence  fully  acquiescing  therein,  and  thereby  leading  Giles 
to  believe,  as  the  appearance  of  the  land  indicated,  that  it  was  abandoned  and 
unclaimed,  can  not  aflerwardf  through  the  means  of  a  fraudulent  homestead  applica- 
tion for  the  land,  be  heard  to  assert  rights  thereto  as  against  Giles. 

If  the  language  last  above  quoted  is  intended  to  convey  the  impres- 
sion that  Troop's  homestead  application  was  made  after  Giles's  settle- 
ment upon  the  land,  it  is  not  warranted  by  the  record  facts;  which 
show  (supra)  that  Troop  made  application  for  the  land  October  5, 1891, 
while  Giles  does  not  allege  settlement  prior  to  September  9, 1892. 

It  is  contended,  ftirthermore,  that  whatever  right  Troop  may  have 
had  to  the  tract  in  controversy  was  necessarily,  under  the  circum- 
stances, based,  not  upon  his  application,  but  upon  his  alleged  settle- 
ment ;  and  that  he  had,  subsequently  to  such  settlement,  failed  to  protect 
the  same  by  the  maintenance  and  continnance  of  residence. 

There  would  appear  to  be  some  weight  in  this  contention.  When 
Troop  filed  his  application  to  amend  to  the  tract  in  controversy  it  was 
covered  by  Kees's  entry;  hence  no  right  could  be  gained  by  said  appli- 
cation. He  based  his  right  to  amend  on  the  ground  that  he  had  orig- 
inally intended  to  enter  the  tract,  that  he  had  made  settlement  thereon, 
and  was  actually  residing  there  at  the  date  of  his  application.  Action 
upon  his  application  was  suspended.  Before  action  thereon  was  taken, 
Giles  alleges,  Troop  had  abandoned  the  land,  and  at  the  date  of  the 
cancellation  of  Kees's  prior  entry  was  not  living  thereon,  and  had  not 
been  for  years.    Meanwhile,  Giles  had  settled  upon  the  land.    The 
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Department  has  held  (see  Clancy  et  al.  v.  Hastings  and  Dakota  By. 
Go.,  on  review,  syllabus — 20  L.  D.,  135) : 

An  appliciktion  to  enter,  properly  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  the  land  is  covered 
by  the  existing  entry  of  another,  and  pending  on  appeal,  oonfera  no  right  upon  the 
applicant  a«  against  a  settler  upon  the  landf  in  the  erent  that  the  prior  entry  is  snbse- 
qnently  canceled. 

This  raling  appears  to  cover  squarely  the  case  now  under  considera- 
tion. 

Troop  contends,  however,  and  the  local  officers  held,  that  <^  his  laches 
as  to  abandonment  were  cured  by  his  acts  of  settlement  and  cultivation 
prior  to  the  order  or  notice  of  hearing  in  this  case.''  But  the  testimony 
(so  far  as  taken)  indicates  that  Giles  had  settled  upon  the  land  long 
prior  to  Troop^s  return  thereto.  While  the  land  was  covered  by  Kees's 
entry,  Troop  could  gain  no  right  thereto  by  his  application,  nor  Giles 
by  his  settlement;  but  when  Kees's  entry  was  canceled,  then,  as  between 
ihemselvesj  the  date  of  settlement  by  them  respectively  becomes  a  proper 
subject  for  inquiry.  (Geer  v.  Farrington,  4  L.  D.,  410,  and  many  cases 
since.) 

From  these  considerations  it  is  evident  that  the  local  officers  and 
your  office  erred  in  sneitaining  Troop's  demurrer  to  the  testimony  sub- 
mitted by  Giles  bearing  upon  the  matter  of  his  settlement  and  resi- 
dence upon  the  tract.  It  is  conceded  by  Troop  that  he  did  not  live  on 
the  land  in  controversy  from  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1891,  until 
about  October  1, 1895;  and  it  does  not  clearly  appear  that  he  ever 
actually  lived  thereon.  In  view  of  these  circumstances,  the  Depart- 
ment is  of  the  opinion  that  his  entry  should  be  held  subject  to  Giles's 
right  to  make  entry  of  the  land,  in  case  the  latter  shall  apply  to  make 
such  entry  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  as  above  indicated. 

This  decision  will  be  substituted  for  that  of  October  2, 1897,  which 
was  informally  recalled  prior  to  promulgation  by  your  office,  and  which 
is  hereby  revoked  and  annulled. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-DEFINITB  IX)CATION. 

Fishes  v.  State  of  Wisconsin  et  al. 

The  pTOclamatlon  of  the  President  nnder  the  act  of  June  18, 1878,  withdrawing  firom 
sale  and  disposal  certain  lands  required  for  reservoir  purposes,  did  not  affect 
the  status  of  lands  to  vhioh  rights  under  a  railroad  grant  had  attached  hy 
definite  location. 

Secretary  BKss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gfeneral  La/nd  Office j  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  4, 1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

This  case  involves  the  SB.  J  of  the  IsTW.  J,  or  lot  3,  of  Sec.  33,  T.  41 
N.,  B.  1  W.,  Ashland  land  district,  Wisconsin. 
It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  on  March  17, 1896,  your  office,  in  the 
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contest  case  of  John  Fisher  v.  State  of  Wisconsin,  rejected  the  elaim 
of  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  under  the  swamp-land  grant  of  September 
28, 1850,  to  the  land  covered  by  Fisher's  homestead  entry,  No.  2860, 
viz.,  the  SB.  i  of  the  N  W.  J  and  the  W.  i  of  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  41 
N.,  B.  1  W.,  4th  P.  M.,  all  of  said  land  being  apparently  involved  in 
the  contest. 

When,  after  said  rejection,  the  posting  of  the  same  on  the  records  of 
your  office  was  attempted,  it  was  found  that  only  one  of  the  tracts,  as 
described,  viz.,  the  SB.  ^  of  the  NW.  i  of  said  Sec.  33,  appeared  of 
record  as  a  swamp  claim  of  the  State,  and  the  proper  notation  of  rejec- 
tion was  made  as  to  said  tract.  It  appeared  farther  that  the  State 
claimed  lot  3,  of  said  Sec.  33,  as  swamp  land,  and  that  said  lot  3  had 
been  listed  by  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad  Company  on  July  12, 
1882,  and  that  the  railroad  claim  thereto  had  been  held  for  rejection  on 
July  18, 1889,  on  a  prima  facie  showing  of  the  swampy  character  of  the 
land ;  but  that  no  report,  under  said  decision,  had  been  received  from 
the  local  office. 

It  further  appears  that  it  has  since  been  found  that  lot  3  of  Sec.  33  is 
identical  with  the  SE.  ^  of  the  NW.  ^  of  said  listing,  and  the  swamp 
claim  thereto  appears  to  have  been  properly  rejected  by  your  office 
decision  of  March  17, 1896.  By  your  office  decision  of  May  12, 1896,  it 
was  held  that  the  action,  taken  by  your  office  as  the  result  of  a  hearing, 
in  a  regular  contest  and  disposing  finally  of  the  State's  swamp  claim, 
warranted  your^  office  in  revoking  the  decision  of  July  18, 1889,  holding 
the  railroad's  claim  to  said  lot  3  for  rejection,  and  it  was  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Fisher  has  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  Department,  alleg- 
ing as  error  in  said  decision,  (1)  that  the  company  failed  to  appeal  from 
the  rejection  by  the  local  officers  of  its  application  to  list  said  lot  3,  and 
also  (2)  failed  to  appeal  from  your  office  decision  of  July  18, 1889,  reject- 
ing said  application  to  list;  (3)  that  the  land  was  reserved  for  reservoir 
purposes  at  the  date  the  company  applied  to  list,  and  having  been  snb- 
sequently  restored,  was  open  to  homestead  entry,  and  finally  (4)  that 
the  company  has  (doubtlessly)  secured  indemnity  for  the  land,  and  for 
that  reason  has  failed  to  apply  for  it,  or  to  appeal  from  the  several  rejec- 
tions of  its  application  to  list  said  land. 

Upon  tlie  first  two  objections  to  the  decision  of  your  office  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  company  had  notiee  of 
either  of  these  rejections.  The  third  allegation  of  error  is  not  well 
taken.  The  records  of  your  office  showing  that  the  land  in  controversy 
is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  company  as  definitely 
located  November  10, 1869,  and  passed  to  the  company  by  the  foree  of 
the  grant,  if  at  all,  listing  and  approval  could  add  nothing  to  the  com- 
pany's title.  Tronnes  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway 
Company,  18  L.  D.,  101.  The  act  of  Jane  18, 1878  (20  Stat.,  162),  and 
the  President's  proclamation  of  March  22,  1880,  withdrawing  from  sale 
and  disx)osal  certain  land  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  although  in  terms 
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embracing  the  land  in  question,  could  not  affect  said  land,  as  the  right  ^ 
of  the  company  under  its  grant  had  attached  by  the  filing  of  its  map 
of  definite  location,  and  must  be  held  to  have  passed  thereunder. 
The  fourth  ground  of  objection  to  your  office  decision  has  nothing  to 
support  it. 
For  these  reasons  your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


HOMESTBAD  BNTBY—CANCEIiLATION— HEIRS— CREDITORS. 

Patten  v.  Katz. 

A  homestead  entry  must  be  canceled  where  it  is  duly  shown,  after  the  expiration  of 
the  statutory  life  of  the  entry,  that  the  entryman  died  prior  to  the  completion 
of  his  entry,  and  that  there  are  no  heirs  of  the  entryman  who  are  entitled  to 
perfect  said  claim. 

Where  a  homesteader  dies  prior  to  the  completion  of  his  entry  there  is  no  authority 
for  the  perfection  thereof  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  Section  2,  Act  of  June  15, 1880,  is  limited  to  entries  made 
prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissions  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  4, 1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  D.  Buchanan,  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  Christian  Katz,  deceased,  and  agent  of  the  heirs  of  said  Katz, 
from  your  office  decision  of  September  18,*  1895,  affirming  the  decision  of 
the  local  officers  herein  and  holding  for  cancellation  homestead  entry, 
No.  5859,  for  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  34,  T.  19  N.,  R.  34  B.,  Spokane  land 
district,  Washington. 

It  appears  that  the  said  Christian  Katz  made  homestead  entry  for 
said  land  on  November  15, 1887,  that  he  died  on  or  about  October  6, 
1892,  and  that  the  said  D.  Buchanan  was  appointed  administrator  ot 
his  estate  on  December  11, 1892. 

On  October  22, 1894,  the  plaintiff,  Wallace  E.  Patten,  initiated  a  con- 
test against  said  entry,  alleging  the  death  of  said  Katz  as  aforesaid; 
that  since  his  death  the  heirs  had  failed  to  cultivate  the  land;  that  he 
had  no  heir,  who  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  entitled  to 
inherit  said  land,  and  that  the  entryman  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States. 

After  due  notice  by  publication,  under  the  rules  of  practice  in  such 
cases  made  and  provided  (see  rules  11, 12, 13, 14, 15  and  16),  a  hearing 
was  had  on  January  22, 1895. 

The  local  officers  held : 

That  as  it  has  been  shown  that  Christian  Katz  died  before  earning  his  homestead, 
and  that  there  are  no  heirs,  or  heirs  entitled  to  inherit,  and  under  the  circumstances 
no  person  or  persons  who  can  purchase  or  make  proof;  that  the  said  homestead  entry 
should  be  canceled,  and  that  Wallace  £«  Patten  should  be  allowed  the  preference 
right  of  entry. 
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The  appeal  of  the  administrator  from  your  office  decision  affirming 
that  of  the  local  officers  brings  the  case  to  the  Department,  as  afore- 
said. 

It  is  specified  as  error,  sabstantially : 

Ist.  That  the  Commissioner  erred  in  taking  for  granted  that  the  administrator  and 
agent  for  the  heirs  admitted  that  there  were  no  known  heirs  of  Christian  Katz, 
deceased,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  in  passing  npon  said  contest  without 
more  conclusive  proof,  as  required  hy  law. 

2d.  Erred  in  his  decision  that  the  administrator  was  not  entitled  to  the  undisturbed 
possession  of  the  land  until  the  end  of  the  seven  year  period. 

The  record  shows  clearly  that  the  administrator  did,  to  avoid  a  con- 
tinuance, and  for  the  purpose  of  trial,  stipulate  that 

there  are  no  known  heirs  of  Christian  Katz  in  the  United  States  who  are  entitled 
to  inherit  from  the  said  Christian  Katz  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

But  this  is  not  thought  to  be  material.  The  law  of  notice  by  pabli- 
cation  was  applicable  in  this  case,  and  was  strictly  complied  with.  The 
contest  was  instituted  before  the  expiration  of  the  seven  years  period, 
but  inasmuch  as  the  notice  by  publication  was  not  given  until  after  the 
expiration  of  that  time,  the  contest  was  not  premature.  There  is  no 
suggestion  of  record,  nor  has  there  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Department  since  the  hearing  any  fact  that  would  raise  a  presumption 
that  there  are  any  heirs  of  Christian  Katz  who  can  under  the  law  take 
this  estate. 

On  the  second  question,  it  may  be  said  that  the  administrator  has 
had  possession  of  this  land  not  only  seven  years,  but  now,  including  the 
possession  of  the  entryman,  ten  years,  and  had  had  possession  at  the 
date  of  the  trial  more  than  seven  years. 

The  Department  is  keenly  alive  to  the  fact  that  this  entryman  had  in 
good  faith  complied  with  the  homestead  law,  and  left  valuable  improve- 
ments on  the  laud  in  controversy.  It  is  recognized,  too,  that  all  rea- 
sonable opportunity  should  be  given  and  diligence  used  to  discover 
some  one  upon  whom  the  fruits  of  his  labor  may  be  oast;  but  nothing 
is  shown  to  warrant  the  government  in  further  delaying  the  cancella- 
tion of  his  entry. 

It  is  urged  in  argument  that  creditors  should  have  the  estate.  This 
is  prohibited  by  statute,  and  if  the  entry  were  passed  to  patent,  the 
estate  could  not  be  converted  to  that  purpose. 

The  further  contention  that  the  alien  heirs  are  entitled  to  the  right  of 
purchase  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat, 
237),  is  without  force.  It  relates  alone  to  entries  made  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act,  and  if  it  were  prospective  in  its  operation,  its  appU- 
cation  to  this  case  does  not  appear. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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MILLE  LAC  INDLAN  LAN1>S-H0M£STEA3>. 

Habvby  M.  Bennett. 

A  homestead  entry  of  Mille  Lac  Indiau  lands  made  during  the  period  specified  in 
the  joint  resolution  of  December  19, 1893,  is  by  snob  resolution  confirmed,  subject 
only  to  due  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  general  homestead  law,  and  to 
such  payments  as  may  be  required  thereunder. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offieej  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  4, 1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

On  February  7, 1891,  Harvey  M.  Bennett  made  homestead  entry  N"o. 
3969  (Taylor's  Falls  series)  for  the  tract  of  land  described  as  lots  1, 2,3, 
and  the  NE.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  section  8,  T.  42  N".,  E.  25  W.,  now  in  the 
St.  Gloud,  Minnesota,  land  district;  and  on  April  1, 1896,  final  certifi- 
cate No.  8064  was  issued  to  him  for  said  tract.  On  August  18, 1896, 
your  office  decided  that  Bennett  must  pay  for  the  land  at  the  rate  of 
one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
sixth  section  of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889  (25  Stat.,  642),  and  held  his 
entry  for  cancellation,  subject  to  payment  as  required,  or  to  appeal, 
within  sixty  days  irom  notice.  He  has  duly  appealed  from  said  deci- 
sion, contending  that  under  the  joint  resolution  of  December  19, 1893 
(26  Stat.,  576),  he  is  relieved  from  the  payment  required  by  your  office. 

The  land  in  question  is  within  what  was  formerly  known  as  the  Mille 
Lac  Indian  reservation.  In  the  cases  of  David  H.  Bobbins  (10  L.  D.,  3) 
and  Amanda  J.  Walters  et  al.  (12  L.  D.,  52)  the  history  of  legislative  and 
departmental  action,  concerning  the  lands  in  said  reservation  and  other 
lands  of  the  various  bands  of  Chippewa  Indians  in  Minnesota,  is  quite 
fully  set  forth,  commencing  with  the  treaty  of  February  22, 1855  (10 
Stat.,  1165).  It  is  only  necessary,  however,  for  purposes  of  the  present 
case,  to  consider  such  action  affecting  the  Mille  Lac  lands  as  is  of  com* . 
paratively  recent  date.  Provision  for  the  disposal  of  these  lands  was 
made  by  the  act  of  January  14, 1889,  supra.  By  section  six  of  this  act 
the  surveyed  agricultural  lands  on  said  reservation,  <'not  allotted 
under  this  act  nor  reserved  for  the  future  use  of  said  Indians,''  were 
made  subject  to  disposal — 

by  the  United  States  to  actual  settlers  only  nnder  the  proYisions  of  the  homestead 
law :  Provided,  That  each  settler  under  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said 
homestead  laws  shall  pay  to  the  United  States  for  the  land  so  taken  by  him  the  sum 
of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  for  each  and  every  acre,  in  five  eqnal  annnal  pay- 
ments, and  shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  therefor  only  at  the  expiration  of  five  years 
from  the  date  of  entry,  according  to  said  homestead  laws,  and  after  the  fnll  payment 
of  said  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  therefor,  and  dne  proof  of  ooou- 
pancy  for  said  period  of  five  years. 

That  section  contains  also  certain  other  provisions,  but  they  are  not 
pertinent  to  this  case. 

Under  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Amanda  J. 
Walters  et  al.^  supra,  dated  January  9, 1891,  and  departmental  letter  of 
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January  21, 1891  (unreported),  which,  together,  held,  in  effect,  that  the 
Mille  Lac  lands  were  not  in  a  state  of  reservation  at  the  date  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  January  14,  1889,  and  were  therefore  not  within  its 
provisions  and  ^'should  be  disposed  of  as  other  public  lands  under  the 
general  laws,"  both  pre  emption  and  homestead  entries  for  these  lands 
W'C^Te  allowed  by  the  local  office  (then  at  Taylor's  Falls,  Minnesota,)  upon 
the  same  conditions  and  subject  to  the  same  requirements,  only,  in  every 
respect,  as  were  contained  in  the  general  pre-emption  and  homestead 
laws,  on  and  after  the  receipt  by  the  local  office,  February  3, 1891,  of 
the  said  departmental  letter.  Subsequently,  however,  by  departmental 
letter  of  April  22, 1892  (14  L.  D.,  497),  your  office  was  instructed  that 
these  lands  were  not  subject  to  disposal  under  the  general  laws,  but 
under  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14, 1889. 

These  instructions  were  duly  communicated  to  the  local  officers  by 
your  office  under  date  May  3, 1892,  and  at  the  same  time  homestead 
entries  and  soldier's  declaratory  statements  made  under  authority  of  the 
Walters  case  and  departmental  letter  of  January  21, 1891,  were  '^  sus- 
pended to  await  the  result  of  the  examination  provided  for  by  the  act  of 
January  14, 1889."  On  November  10, 1892,  the  pre  emption  entries  simi- 
larly made  were  held  for  cancellation,  but  on  December  20th  following,  it 
appearing  that  a  joint  resolution  for  the  relief  of  the  pre-emptors  and 
homesteaders  affected  by  the  instructions  of  April  22, 1892,  irupra,  was 
pending  before  Congress,  the  action  of  November  10,  1892,  was  revoked 
and  the  pre-emption  entries,  also,  suspended,  ^'  to  afford  time  for  printer 
remedial  legislation." 

On  December  19, 1893,  the  following  joint  resolution  of  Congress  was 
approved  (28  Stat.,  676) : 

Til  at  aU  bona  fide  pre-emption  or  homestead  filings  or  entries  allowed  for  lands 
within  the  Mille  Lac  Indian  reservation  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  between  the 
ninth  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-one,  the  date  of  the  deoinon 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  holding  that  the  lands  within  said  reservation  were 
subject  to  disposal  as  other  public  lands  ander  the  general  land  laws,  and  the  date 
of  the  receipt  at  the  district  land  office  at  Taylors  Falls,  in  that  State,  of  the  letter 
from  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  communicating  to  them  the 
decision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  April  twenty-second,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety-two,  in  which  it  was  definitely  determined  that  said  lands  were  not  so 
subject  to  disposal,  but  could  only  be  disposed  of  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
special  act  of  January  fourteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine  (twenty-five 
Statutes,  six  hundred  and  forty-two),  be  and  the  same  arc  hereby,  confirmed  where 
regular  in  other  respects,  and  patent  shall  issue  to  the  claimants  for  the  lands 
embraced  therein,  as  in  other  cases,  on  a  satisfactory  showing  of  a  bona  fide  com- 
pliance on  their  part  with  the  requirements  of  the  laws  under  which  said  filings  and 
entries  were  respectively  allowed. 

Bennett's  homestead  entry,  in  view  of  tbe  facts  already  stated,  comes 
clearly  witbin  the  provisions  of  the  joint  resolution.  It  seems  to  have 
been  made  in  good  faith  in  reliance  upon  the  holding  of  the  Depart- 
ment that  the  Mille  Lac  lands,  not  being  in  a  state  of  reservation,  were 
not  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14,  1889,  but  were 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  457 

sabject  to  disposal  under  the  general  laws.  It  was  made,  as  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  entry  papers,  nnder-sections  2289  and  2290  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  in  all  respects  as  homestead  entries  were  regularly 
made  under  the  general  provisions  of  those  sections;  and  Bennett 
apparently  obtained  his  final  certificate  pursuant  thereto  and  to  the 
general  provisions  of  section  2291  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Said  joint  resolution  is  remedial  legislation  and  therefore  to  be  liber- 
ally construed.  So  construed,  it  would  seem  to  have  been  the  intention 
of  Congress  to  accept  and  validate  to  the  vilest  extent,  tor  the  period 
indicated,  the  then  prevailing  departmental  determination  of  the  status 
of  these  lands,  as  to  ^^  all  bona  fide  pre-emption  or  homestead  filings  or 
entries  "  allowed  therefor,  during  that  period,  or,  in  other  words,  to 
clothe  with  all  the  force  of  positive  law,  by  means  of  legislative  endorse- 
ment, for  the  said  period,  the  instructions  which  provided  for  the  dis- 
posal of  the  Mille  Lac  lands  under  the  general  laws,  as  to  all  such 
filings  and  entries;  and  also  to  provide  therein  for  the  perfecting  of 
these  filings  and  entries  under  the  general  laws  irrespective  of  any- 
thing in  the  act  of  January  14, 1889,  to  the  contrary.  This  is  substan- 
tially the  view  already  declared  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of 
Haggberg  et  ah  v,  Mahew  (24  L.  D.,  489)  as  to  pre-emption  filings  for 
these  lands,  made  during  the  period  specified  in  the  joint  resolution. 
Having  been  allowed,  or  more  truly,  perhaps,  invited,  to  make  their 
filings  and  entries  under  the  general  laws,  both  pre-emptors  and  home- 
steaders, in  their  b<ma  fide  efitbrts  thereunder  to  acquire  homes  on  the 
public  domain,  were  to  be  subject  to  no  other  requirements  than  those 
of  the  general  laws. 

The  language  of  the  resolution  is  too  plain  and  positive  to  admit  of 
any  other  reasonable  construction  in  view  of  the  conditions,  then  pre- 
sumably fully  known  to  Congress,  and  to  which  its  enactment  was  a 
fitting  culmination.  Without  even  by  implication  subjecting  these 
filings  and  entries  to  any  of  the  conditions  of  the  act  of  January  14, 
1889,  the  resolution  expressly  declares  that — 

the  same  are  hereby  confirmed,  where  regular  in  other  respects,  and  patent  shall  issue 
to  the  claimants  for  the  lands  embraced  therein,  as  in  other  cases,  on  a  satisfactory 
showing  of  a  bona  fide  compliance  on  their  part  with  the  requirements  of  the  laws 
under  which  said  filings  and  entries  were  respectively  allowed. 

It  would  be  wholly  at  variance  with  these  plain  provisions  for  per- 
fecting their  entries,  it  seems  to  the  Department,  to  require  of  home- 
steaders whose  entries  come  within  the  purview  of  this  joint  resolution, 
the  payment  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  for  their  lands, 
or  to  require  of  them  any  payment  not  required  by  the  general  law. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  reversed,  and  you  will  pass  the 
entry  of  Beimett  to  patent,  if  regular  in  other  respects. 
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RAILHOAD   GRANT— INDEMNITY   SELECTION— SPECIFICATION   OF   1j088. 

Chicago,  Eook  Island  and  Pacific  E.  R.  Oo.  et  al.  v,  Wagneb. 

There  is  no  necessity  for  the  enforcement  of  the  rule  requiring  specifioations  of  loss 
to  accompany  indemnity  selections,  where  the  grant  is  practically  adjusted  and 
fonnd  largely  deiicient,  and  no  one  is  claiming  adversely  to  the  company  at 
such  time;  and  under  such  circumstances,  a  selection  without  designation  of 
loss  will  be  recognized,  as  against  a  homestead  entry  not  made  until  after  the 
submission  of  the  adjustment. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Deeetnber 
(W.  V.  D.)  4, 1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

An  appeal  bas  been  filed  in  behalf  of  the  Chicago,  Bock  Island  and 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  and  Samnel  Kreps,  irom  your  office  decision 
of  September  7, 1895,  ordering  the  cancellation  of  the  company's  selec- 
tion coverlDg  the  SB.  J  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  34,  T.  76  N.,  R.  30  W.,  Des 
Moines  land  district,  Iowa,  and  sustaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers 
in  denying  the  homestead  application  of  Samuel  Kreps  covering  said 
land. 

The  tract  in  question  appears  to  be  within  twenty  miles  of  the  modi- 
fied line  of  said  road  as  located  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the 
act  of  June  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  96). 

The  grant  in  question  was  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
May  15,  1856  (11  Stat.,  9),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  road  firom 
Davenport  to  Council  Bluifs,  in  the  State  of  Iowa,  and  was  a  grant  in 
place  of  every  alternate  section  of  land  designated  by  odd  numbers, 
for  six  sections  in  width,  on  each  side  of  the  line  of  the  road,  with  pro- 
vision for  indemnity  for  losses  to  be  selected  within  fifteen  miles  of  the 
line  of  the  road. 

The  road  was  definitely  located  April  1, 1857,  by  the  Mississippi  and 
Missouri  River  Railroad  Company,  upon  which  company  the  State  had 
conferred  the  grant.  The  act  of  June  2, 1864  (strpra),  allows  said  com- 
pany to  modify  or  change  the  location  of  the  uncompleted  portion  of 
its  line,  and  by  the  second  section  of  said  act  it  was  provided: 

That  whenever  such  new  location  shaU  have  been  established,  the  said  railroad 
company  shall  file  in  the  general  land  office  at  Washington  a  map,  definitely  show- 
ing such  new  location ;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shaU  cause  to  be  certified 
and  conveyed  to  said  company  from  time  to  time,  as  the  road  progresses,  out  of  any 
public  lands  now  belonging  to  the  United  States  not  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of,  or  to  which  a  pre-emption  claim  or  right  of  homestead  settlement  has 
not  attached,  and  on  which  a  bona  fide  settlement  and  improvement  has  not  been 
made  under  color  of  title  derived  from  the  United  States  or  from  the  State  of  Iowa, 
within  six  miles  of  such  newly  located  line,  an  amount  of  land  per  mile  equal  to 
that  originally  authorized  to  be  granted  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  said  road  by 
the  act  to  which  this  is  an  amendment;  and  if  the  amount  of  land  granted  by  the 
original  act  to  aid  in  the  constrnction  of  said  railroad  shall  not  be  found  within  the 
limit  of  six  miles  from  such  line,  then  such  selections  may  be  made  along  such  line 
within  twenty  miles  thereof:  Provided,  That  the  said  company  shall  not  be  entitled 
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io^  and  shall  not  receive^  any  land  nnder  this  ij^rant  which  is  situate  within  fifteen 
miles  of  the  line  of  the  Burlington  and  Missouri  River  Railroad^  as  indicated  by  the 
map  of  said  road,  now  on  file  in  the  general  land  oiTce. 

It  appears  A*om  your  office  decision  that  the  company  made  selection 
of  the  tract  in  question  on  Febrnary  25, 1886,  bnt  through  inadvertence 
said  list  was  not  at  the  time  posted  upon  the  local  records;  so  that  on 
December  22, 1894,  John  Wagner  was  permitted  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  the  land.  Four  days  later,  on  December  26th,  Samuel  Kreps 
tendered  homestead  application  for  the  land,  alleging  settlement  on 
October  28, 1884,  which  application  was  rejected;  from  which  Kreps 
appealed. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  by  Kreps  he  alleged  that  on  October  28, 1884,  the 
date  of  his  alleged  settlement,  he  received  a  contract  of  sale  from  the 
Chicago,  Bock  Island  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  and  on  December 
14, 1888,  the  said  company  conveyed  the  land  to  him  by  warranty  deed. 

Your  office  letter  ^^H"  of  August  5, 1895,  treated  Kreps'  appeal  as  an 
application  for  a  hearing  and  returned  all  the  papers  for  the  action  of 
the  local  officers. 

Hearing  was  duly  had,  at  which  all  parties  were  represented,  and 
upon  the  reoord  made  the  local  officers  held  that  Kreps  gained  no  right 
by  the  presentation  of  his  application  when  the  land  was  covered  by 
Wagner's  entry,  unless  he  could  show  that  he  was  an  actual  settler  at 
the  date  of  Wagner's  entry,  which  he  failed  to  do  at  the  hearing;  further^ 
that  Wagner's  entry  should  be  canceled  for  conflict  with  the  company's 
selection  presented  on  February  26, 1886,  being  prior  to  the  allowance 
of  said  entry. 

No  appeal  was  taken  from  said  decision,  but  your  office,  upon  review- 
ing  the  record,  held  that  the  company's  selection  was  an  inchoate  one 
at  the  date  of  Wagner's  entry,  not  being  accompanied  by  a  designation 
of  a  loss  as  the  basis  for  the  selection,  and  therefore  no  bar  to  the  allow- 
ance of  Wagner's  entry. 

The  record  made  at  the  hearing  clearly  evidences  that  Kreps,  although 
not  actually  residing  upon  the  land  in  question,  had  the  same  enclosed 
and  included  within  his  fence,  he  owning  the  adjoining  land ;  frirther, 
that  the  entire  tract  was  in  a  high  state  of  cultivation  and  that  Wag- 
ner was  fully  apprised  of  Kreps'  possession,  when,  on  December  22, 
1894,  he  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land. 

The  company's  selection  not  having  been  placed  of  record,  Wagner, 
as  before  stated,  with  full  knowledge  of  Kreps'  claim  and  possession 
of  the  tract,  sought  to  deprive  him  of  the  land  in  its  highly  improved 
condition. 

The  equities  are  clearly  all  with  Kreps. 

The  local  officers  held,  as  before  stated,  that  Kreps  could  gain  nothing 
by  his  homestead  application  presented  after  Wagner  had  been  permit- 
ted to  make  entry  of  the  land;  but  as  now  disclosed,  the  land  was  not 
subject  to  Wagner's  entry  when  allowed  on  December  22, 1894,  because 
of  the  pending  indemnity  selection  made  in  1886* 
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The  adjustment  of  this  grant  was  submitted  June  8, 1894,  and  theraii 
the  grant  is  shown  to  be  largely  deficient — over  621,000  acres  being  yet 
due  on  account  of  the  grant,  which  adjustment  has  been  duly  approved 
by  this  Department. 

A  loss  is  required  to  be  specified  as  the  basis  for  an  indemnity  selec- 
tion, where  the  matter  is  one  between  the  United  States  and  the  com- 
pany, only  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  an  excess  in  approvals  in  the 
satisfaction  of  the  grant. 

Prior  to  the  allowance  of  Wagner's  entry  this  grant  had  been  practi- 
cally adjusted,  but  a  few  selections  remaining  undisposed  o^  and  tiie 
balance  sheet  prepared  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556), 
clearly  evidenced  a  large  deficiency  in  the  grant.  Fo  one  was  then 
claiming  a  right  to  this  tract  as  against  the  company,  and  there  is  no 
necessity,  under  these  circumstances,  for  the  enforcement  of  the  rale 
requiring  the  specification  of  a  loss  as  a  basis  for  the  selection  in  ques- 
tion. 

Said  selection,  therefore,  was  a  bar  to  the  allowance  of  Wagnei's 
entry,  and  as  his  sole  claim  to  the  land  depends  upon  said  entry,  I  have 
to  direct  that  the  same  be  canceled  as  improperly  allowed. 

It  might  be  added  that  the  record  evidences  a  right  of  purchase  in 
Kreps  under  the  provisions  of  section  five  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887, 
supra,  should  the  company's  claim  to  the  land  fail,  which  is  clearly 
superior  to  Wagner's  right  under  the  homestead  entry  made  in  Decem- 
ber, 1894. 

It  would  seem,  then,  that,  as  between  Kreps  and  Wagner,  Kreps  has 
the  superior  rights  in  the  premises. 

Wagner's  entry  having  been  cleared  from  the  record,  leaves  only  the 
claim  of  Kreps  as  against  the  company's  selection,  which  selection 
inures  to  his  benefit  under  his  contract  made  with  the  company. 

For  the  reasons  herein  given  it  is  directed  that  this  tract  be  submit- 
ted for  certification  on  account  of  the  grant,  unless  other  and  snfiScient 
reason  appear  for  denying  the  company's  claim. 

In  this  way  Kreps  will  be  fully  protected  under  his  possession  gained 
through  the  company. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed. 


MINING  CLAIM— PLACER  PATENT— KNOWN"  LOBB. 

Discovery  Placer  Glaih  v.  Murbt. 

The  patentee  of  a  placer  mining  claim  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  institate  advene 
proceedings  against  a  subsec^uent  conflicting  lode  claim.  The  lode  daimaoi  in 
such  a  case  has  the  burden  of  proof  upon  him  to  0how  that  there  waA  a  Yein 
within  the  placer,  known  to  exist,  at  the  time  of  the  placer  application,  and 
actual  knowledge  thereof  must  be  brought  home  to  the  placer  applicant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  9y  1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  recite  all  the  record  details  that  are 
esented  in  this  case.    The  question  raised  by  the  appeal  is  whether 
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at  the  date  of  the  applieatKm  for  patent  of  the  Discovery  Placer  the 
Morris  G.  lode  was  known  to  exist  within  its  area.  Eliminating  there- 
fore aU  extraneous  matter  it  is  shown  that  the  Discovery  Placer  was 
located  October  4, 1880,  and  application  for  patent  was  filed  in  the 
Sitka,  Alaska  local  office  October  19, 1888.  There  was  no  adverse  or 
protest  filed  against  the  same  during  the  period  of  publication.  Final 
entry  was  made  March  14, 1891,  and  patent  issued  thereon  September 
18  following. 

On  August  13,  1891,  M.  W.  Murry  made  application  for  patent  for 
the  Morris  G.  lode,  which  confiicts  with  the  Discovery  Placer.  During 
the  x>6riod  of  publication  no  adverse  was  filed. 

On  December  16, 1891,  after  the  period  of  publication  had  expired, 
the  Silver  Bow  Basin  Mining  Company,  the  owner  of  the  Discovery 
Placer  filed  its  protest  against  the  entry  of  the  Morris  G.  of  the  ground 
in  conflict,  alleging  that  there  was  no  lode  or  vein  or  rock  in  place 
bearing  the  precious  metals  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the 
Morris  G.  lode  which  overlaps  the  placer^  and  that  no  such  vein  or 
lode  was  known  to  the  company,  or  its  grantors,  at  the  time  the  appli< 
cation  for  patent  for  the  placer  was  made. 

Notwithstanding  this  protest  entry  was  allowed  of  the  Morris  G. 
May  10, 1892,  including  the  territory  in  conflict. 

Your  office  on  December  6,  1892,  informed  the  surveyor  general  of 
the  conflict  between  these  two  claims;  that  the  lode  claim  terminates 
at  the  point  where  the  vein  on  its  strike  intersects  the  placer  and 
directed  a  new  survey  of  the  remaining  portion.  In  view  of  this  order 
it  was  determined  by  your  office  that  no  action  was  necessary  on  the 
protest.    Ko  appeal  was  taken,  neither  was  the  amended  survey  made. 

The  matter  thus  rested  until  1895,  when  the  Morris  G.  claimants 
asked  for  a  patent  on  their  entry  under  the  doctrine  of  the  South  Star 
case  (20  L.  D.,  204). 

Your  office  thereupon  ordered  a  hearing 

to  determine  the  question,  whetheri  at  the  date  of  application  for  patent  for  said 
Discovery  Placer,  a  lode  or  vein  was  known  to  exist  within  the  limit  thereof. 

The  testimony  was  taken  before  a  notary  public,  and  on  examination 
thereof  the  local  officers  decided  that  no  lode  or  vein  belonging  to  the 
said  Morris  G.  claim  was  known  to  exist  within  the  limits  of  the  placer 
at  the  date  of  application  for  patent. 

On  appeal  your  office  affirmed  this  finding,  and  in  discussing  the 
question  said: 

The  evidence  submitted  in  this  case  in  my  Judgment,  satisfactorily  shows,  that  a 
mineral  bearing  vein  or  lode  was  discovered  and  was  known  to  exist  within  the  limits 
of  the  Morris  G.  lode  claim  as  surveyed  before  the  application  for  patent  for  said 
placer  claim  was  filed,  and  that  the  discovery  was  made  at  a  point  about  150  feet  in 
a  southerly  direciion  from  the  southerly  boundary  Hue  of  said  placer  claim,  which 
point  is  designated  on  the  official  plat  as  "  cut  40'  long/'  The  evidence,  however, 
fails  to  show  that  the  vein  or  lode  discovered  within  said  cut,  and  uncovered  for  the 
distance  of  forty  feet,  was  known,  at  the  time  the  placer  application  was  filed,  to 


462  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE   PUBLIC   LAND& 

extend  into  the  limits  of  said  patented  placer  claim,  and  the  evidence  also  fails  to 
show  that  any  vein  or  lode  had  been  discovered  and  was  known  to  exist  within  the 
ground  emhraced  in  said  placer  at  or  hefore  the  filing  of  the  placer  application. 

Murry  prosecutes  this  appeal  assigning  several  grounds  of  error 
wliich  may  be  fairly  summarized  into  two  propositions;  one  of  fact,  that 
the  evidence  does  show  the  vein  in  the  placer  limits;  and  one  of  law; 
that  having  found  that  the  lode  claim  was  duly  located  on  the  discov- 
ery of  a  vein  outside  the  placer  limits  before  the  application  for  patent 
was  Hied  and  that  the  discovery  and  location  were  known;  that  this, 
in  law,  excluded  all  of  said  lode  claim  as  located  and  it  was  error  to 
require  proof  by  the  lode  claimant  to  show  the  existence  of  the  lode 
within  the  area  in  conflict. 

The  formation  where  these  claims  are  located  is  shown  to  be  a  bed  of 
gravel  several  feet  in  depth.  Where  this  gravel  has  been  removed  by 
placer  mining  the  bed-rock  is  found  to  be  of  a  slaty  character,  impreg- 
nated with  numerous  very  small  veins,  or  stringers  as  they  are  called, 
running  in  a  north-westerly,  and  south-easterly  direction.  These  small 
veins  or  stringers  have  never  been  worked  and  it  is  not  shown  that 
they  can  be  profitably  utilized. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  lode  claimant  that  at  a  point  about  one  hundred 
and  fifty  feet  south  and  outside  of  the  placer  limits  there  was  a  vein 
discovered  in  1881,  ui>on  which  the  Morris  G.  was  located.  It  is  doubt- 
ftil  whether  in  this  so-called  discovery  shaft  the  bed-rock  was  ever 
penetrated,  or  whether  there  was  found  a  vein  or  lode  in  rock  in  place. 
The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  taken  by  itself  is  not  convinc- 
ing on  this  point.  They  will  not  confine  themselves  to  any  one  vein 
either  in  the  discovery  shaft  or  elsewhere  but  say  there  are  many  of 
them;  that  quite  an  area  of  land  in  that  vicinity  is  in  a  mineralized 
zone. 

Be  this  as  it  may,  however,  it  is  not  shown,  or  even  claimed,  that 
there  has  ever  been  any  development  work  done  on  the  Morris  G.  either 
inside  or  outside  the  placer  limits,  by  its  owners,  that  has  developed  a 
vein  of  any  commercial  value,  or  that  tends  in  any  way  to  show  that 
the  alleged  vein  on  which  it  was  located  intersects  the  placer  limits. 
There  has  never  been  any  ore  taken  from  any  vein  on  the  lode  claim, 
so  far  as  the  testimony  discloses,  that  was  or  could  be  used  for  milling 
purposes.  The  only  thing  ever  done  on  it  by  its  owners,  was  the  dis- 
covery cut  or  shaft,  and  each  year  since  the  location  the  annual  work 
required  by  statute,  and  in  doing  this  there  has  not  been  any  system 
of  development  x)ursued.  This  is  not  only  true  of  the  conditions  at  the 
present  time  but  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  patent  for  the  placer. 

The  placer  people  have  been  working  their  ground,  including  that  iu 
conflict,  every  year,  and  it  is  shown  that  the  surface  of  the  lode  claim 
in  the  conflicting  territory  has  been  almost,  if  not  entirely  worked  over 
to  the  bed-rock,  and  that  there  has  not  been  disclosed  therein  any  vein 
except  the  numerous  stringers  referred  to. 
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But  it  is  insisted  that  the  fact  of  the  location  of  the  Morris  O. 
having  been  legally  made,  as  claimed,  is  sufficient  in  itself  to  exclude 
the  vein  from  the  placer  patent,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Dis- 
covery people  did  not  file  a  protest  and  adverse  against  the  application 
of  the  Morris  G.  and  bring  suit  thereon  as  provided  by  statute,  there 
was  no  necessity  for  the  lode  claimant  to  offer  any  proof  on  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  vein  upon  which  it  was  located  was  known  to 
penetrate  the  placer  limits. 

In  reply  to  this  it  may  be  said  that  the  Discovery  people  were  under 
no  legal  obligation  to  adverse  the  Morris  G.  They  already  had  the 
government  patent  for  the  land  in  controversy  and  there  was  nothing 
to  be  gained  by  any  judicial  proceeding.  The  Morris  G.  is  now  seek- 
ing title  to  its  vein  in  the  placer  limits  and  before  the  department 
could,  in  any  event;  grant  it  a  patent  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  it 
to  show  that  there  was  a  vein  within  the  placer  known  to  exist  at  the 
time  of  the  Discovery  application.  This  it  has,  in  my  judgment,  failed 
to  do. 

Theory  or  belief  cannot  be  relied  upon  as  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
department  in  issuing  a  patent  for  a  vein  in  an  already  patented  placer. 
There  must  be  actual  knowledge  brought  home  to  the  placer  applicants. 
The  supreme  court  in  Iron  Silver  Mining  Company  v.  Beyuolds  (124 
U.  S.  374)  on  page  382,  in  discussing  this  subject  said: 

The  statute  does  not  except  veins  or  lodes  ''  claimed  or  known  to  exist/'  but  only 
SQch  as  are  ''known  to  exist/'  and  it  fixes  the  time  at  which  such  knowledge  is  to 
be  had  as  that  of  the  application  for  the  patent,  etc. 

Again  as  to  the  means  of  obtaining  this  knowledge,  it  said,  on  page 
384: 

There  may  be  difficulty  in  determining  whether  such  knowledge  in  a  given  case 
was  had,  but  between  mere  belief  and  knowledge  there  is  a  wide  difference.  The 
court  could  not  make  them  synonymous  by  its  charge  and  thus  in  effect  incorporate 
new  terms  into  the  statute. 

Knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  lode  or  vein  within  the  boundaries  of  a  placer 
claim  may  be  obtained  from  its  outcrop  within  such  boundaries;  or  from  the  devel- 
opments of  the  placer  claim  previous  to  the  application  for  a  patent ;  or  bj'  the  trac- 
ing of  the  vein  from  another  lode;  or  perhaps  from  the  general  condition  and 
developments  of  mining  ground  adjoining  the  placer  claim.  It  may  also  be  obtained 
from  the  information  of  others  who  have  made  the  necessary  explorations  to  ascer- 
tain the  fact,  and  perhaps  in  other  ways.  We  do  not  speak  of  the  sufficiency  of  any 
of  these  modes,  but  mention  them  merely  to  show  that  such  knowledge  may  be  had 
without  making  hopes  and  beliefs  on  the  subject  its  eqaivalent. 

By  none  of  the  methods  suggested  by  the  court,  or  otherwise,  has  it 
been  demonstrated  that  the  Morris  G-.  vein  on  its  strike  enters  the 
placer. 

In  deciding  this  case  your  office  relied  largely  on  the  case  of  Dahl 
V.  Baunheim  (133  XJ.  S.,  260).  Counsel  object  to  this  case  being  accepted 
as  an  authority  for  the  reason  that  the  lode  claim  there  was  not  located 
until  after  the  ax)pIication  for  patent  for  the  placer  claim  was  filed. 
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While  this  is  true  as  a  matter  of  fact^  yet  the  principle  announced  by 
the  court  is  applicable  in  the  case  at  bar.    It  is  said  on  page  260. 

The  jury  having  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  must  be  deemed  to  have 
found  that  no  such  lode  as  claimed  by  the  defendant  existed  when  the  appLication  of 
the  plaintiff  for  a  patent  was  filed.  We  may  also  add,  to  what  is  thus  concluded  by 
the  verdict,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  lode  existing  within  the  boundaries 
of  his  claim,  either  when  the  plaintiff  made  his  application  or  at  any  time  before. 
The  discovory  by  the  defendant  of  the  Dahl  lode,  two  or  three  hundred  feet  outside 
of  those  boundaries,  does  not,  as  observed  by  the  court  below,  create  any  presump- 
tion of  the  possession  of  a  vein  or  lode  within  those  boundaries;  nor^  we  may  add, 
that  a  vein  or  lode  existed  within  them. 

Counsel  for  api>eliant  specially  directs  attention  to  the  case  of  Gk>ld- 
stein  V.  Janean  Townsite  (23  L.'D.,  417)  wherein  small  veins  or  stringers, 
similar  to  those  found  in  the  land  in  controversy  and  being  in  a  mineral 
belt,  were  held  to  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  location  of  a  lode  claim. 
But  that  case  has  no  bearing  on  the  issue  at  bar.  The  question  there 
was  as  to  the  character  of  the  land.  Patent  was  sought  for  the  land 
then  in  dispute  for  townsite  purposes,  for  which  only  non-mineral  lands 
may  be  appropriated,  and  the  question  was  as  to  whether  or  not  it  was 
of  that  character.  The  department  properly  held  that  the  presence  of 
these  small  veins  or  stringers  in  a  mineral  belt  were  sufficient  to  impress 
a  mineral  character  on  the  land.  No  such  question  is  involved  here. 
Both  parties  are  claiming  the  land  as  mineral^  one  as  a  lode  claim  the 
other  as  a  placer. 

Your  office  judgment  is  affirmed. 


PBACnCB— REHEABING— ADVlOJfl  OF  liOCAIj  OFFICEB. 

STBAM  V.  HlNES. 

A  rehearing  may  be  allowed  where  the  contestant  relyinn:  on  the  assurance  of  the 
local  officer,  before  whom  the  case  was  heard,  that  evidence  sufficient  to  warrant 
cancellation  had  been  introduced,  did  not  submit  further  testimony,  and  it  is 
found  on  review  of  the  proceedings  below  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  does  not 
justify  cancellation. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  9j  1897.  (J.  L.  McO.) 

The  Department  has  considered  the  case  of  Eoman  Stram,  guardian 
of  minor  children  of  Ollie  Moreau  v.  Louis  Hines,  involving  the  home- 
stead entry  made  by  the  latter  for  the  NJ  of  the  SWJ,  the  S WJ  of  the 
SWJ,  and  the  NWJ  of  the  SEi  of  Sec.  2,  T.  44  K,  B.  16,  W.,  Ashland 
land  district,  Wisconsin.  • 

The  entry  was  made  August  22, 1888.  On  July  20, 1896,  Stram  filed 
affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  that  ^<  Hines  never  has  settled  upon  or 
improved  or  cultivated  or  resided  upon  said  land  or  any  part  of  it." 

A  hearing  was  had,  at  which  defendant  made  default  (after  service 
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of  notice  by  pablication).  From  tlie  testimony  submitted  by  the  plain- 
tiff tlie  local  officers  fonnd  that  the  allegations  of  the  contest  affidavit 
had  been  proved,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

No  appeal  was  filed ;  but  your  office,  on  ITovember  21, 1896,  considered 
the  case,  under  Rule  48  of  Practice,  and  found  and  held  as  follows: 

After  five  years  from  the  date  of  entry,  which  in  this  case  expired  August  22, 1893, 
the  presumption  is,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  that  the  entryman 
had  earned  his  claim  by  compliance  with  the  law.  As  none  of  the  witnesses  had 
any  knowledge  of  the  tract  prior  to  the  spring  of  1895,  a  cancellation  of  the  entry 
would  not  be  warranted  from  their  testimony.  The  plaintiff  failed  to  sustain  his 
charges,  after  being  afforded  tall  opportunity  to  do  so;  and  the  contest  is  hereby 
dismissed. 

The  contestant  has  appealed. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  testimony,  the  Department  concurs  in 
th^  conclusion  reached  by  your  office,  that  the  cancellation  of  the  entry 
is  not  warranted  by  the  testimony  offered. 

In  connection  with  his  appeal,  counsel  for  the  contestant  makes  affi- 
davit that  at  the  hearing  he,  relying  upon  the  statement  of  the  receiver 
that  the  testimony  already  introduced  was  sufficient  to  procure  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry — 

did  not  introduce  any  more  evidence  on  that  point,  supposing  that  the  evidence  intro- 
duced was  sufficient;  and  this  affiant  says  that  there  are  several  men,  who  have  been 
well  acquainted  with  said  land  for  more  than  eight  years,  since  the  year  1888,  and 
who  know  that  said  land  has  never  been  settled  upon  or  improved  or  cultivated  by 
said  Louis  Hines,  or  by  any  person,  and  that  it  has  always  been  vacant  and  wild 
land  during  the  whole  of  said  period;  and  this  affiant  says  that  he  can  and  wiU  pro- 
cure such  persons  to  attend  and  testify  as  witnesses  in  this  proceeding : 

and  he  asks  that,  in  case  it  should  be  considered  that  this  homestead 
claim  should  stand  uncanceled  upon  the  records  in  view  of  the  testi- 
mony heretofore  adduced, 

he  be  given  an  opportunity  to  prove  by  other  witnesses  the  fact  that  Hines  never 
settled  upon  the  land,  and  that  he  never  had  any  improvements  or  cultivation  on  it. 

Under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  set  forth,  this  would  appear  to 
be  a  reasonable  request. 

The  record  is  therefore  returned  herewith;  and  you  are  instructed  to 
remand  the  case  to  the  local  officers,  whom  you  will  direct  to  continue 
the  hearing,  at  as  early  a  date  as  practicable,  after  giving  all  parties  in 
interest  due  notice  of  the  same.  Upon  the  testimony  taken  at  such 
hearing  the  local  officers  will  render  such  opinion  as  to  them  shall  seem 
proper. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  as  above  indicated. 
2670— VOL  25 30 
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FRACnCE-BtrLE  8ft— APPEAL-CEBTTORABI. 

Still  v.  Oases. 

The  appointment  of  a  oommiesioner  to  take  testimony,  nnder  rule  35  of  practice,  ii 
discretionary  with  the  local  officers,  and  their  action  nnder  said  rnle  will  not  he 
distnrhed  ezoept  upon  full  proof  that  they  haye  abnsed  tbeir  discretion. 

An  application  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  directed  to  the  local  office  must  be  denied, 
where  it  is  apparent  that  if  the  i^peal  from  the  action  of  said  office  had  been 
forwarded,  it  would  be  dismissed. 

A  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  issae  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  appeal  was 
WTon§rfiilly  denied,  or  the  reoord  does  not  disclose  fscts  calling  for  aetion  nnder 
the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Department. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  9j  1897.  (L.  B.  S.) 

On  Aagnst  13, 1897,  your  office  denied  the  application  of  Jay  B.  Still 
for  the  issaance  of  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  local  land  officers,  at 
Mitchell,  South  Dakota,  directing  thein  to  forward  to  yonr  office  oertaiii 
papers,  inclading  an  appeal  alleged  to  have  been  filed  by  said  Still  in 
a  contest  initiated  by  him  against  the  timber  culture  entry  of  the  N£«  \ 
of  Sec.  10,  Tp.  106  N.,  B.  49  W.,  made  by  Allen  Oakes,  on  April  14, 
1883,  at  said  local  land  office. 

Said  decision  of  your  office  states  that  on  December  26, 1894,  said 
Still  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry,  alleging  that  the 
entrjonan  had  not  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  timber  enltare 
law,  and  after  due  notice  upon  Oakes  a  hearing  was  had,  at  which  both 
parties  appeared  and  offered  testimony;  that  the  local  officers  rendered 
their  decision  against  the  validity  of  said  entry  and  reftised  to  grant  a 
rehearing  upon  the  motion  of  Oakes,  who  thereupon  appealed  to  your 
office;  that  said  appeal  was  dismissed  by  your  office,  the  decision  of  the 
local  office  was  affirmed,  and  said  entry  of  Oakes  was  canceled;  that 
said  Still  made  homestead  entry  of  said  tract  on  December  31, 1896, 
and  on  January  27, 1897,  Oakes  filed  a  motion  in  your  office  for  a 
rehearing,  and  the  local  office  was  directed  to  advise  Oakes  that  he 
would  be  permitted  to  serve  a  notice  upon  said  Still  and  the  former 
attorney  of  said  Oakes,  one  Boger  Brennau,  requiring  them  to  appear 
and  answer  the  charges  preferred  against  them  in  said  motion  for 
rehearing;  that  said  Still  and  said  Brennan  were  duly  cited  to  appear 
at  the  local  office  on  April  28, 1897,  at  which  time  all  parties  appeared 
and  were  represented  by  counsel. 

It  is  further  stated  that,  after  several  continuances,  the  case  was 
called  for  trial,  and  after  said  Oakes  had  submitted  testimony,  said 
Still  filed  a  motion  for  a  continuance  and  that  a  commissioner  be 
appointed  to  take  testimony  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  land,  which 
was  one  hundred  and  seventeen  miles  from  said  local  land  office;  that 
said  motion  for  a  continuance  and  for  the  appointment  of  a  commis- 
sioner was  overruled  by  the  local  officers,  on  the  ground,  mainly,  that 
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• 

the  letter  of  your  office,  dated  March  6, 1897,  aUowing  a  rehearing, 
required  the  register  and  receiver  to  hear  the  testimony  and  make 
snch  recommendation  as  to  them  should  seem  proper;  that  said  Still 
excepted  to  said  ruling,  and,  on  June  7, 1897,  filed  an  appeal  from  said 
action  of  the  local  land  officers,  and  on  June  20,  1897,  the  local  officers 
decided  that  their  said  action  refusing  to  appoint  said  commissioner 
was  merely  an  interlocutory  order,  from  which  an  appeal  would  not  lie, 
and  they  accordingly  declined  to  forward  said  appeal  to  your  office. 

Upon  consideration  of  said  application  your  office  denied  the  same, 
on  the  ground  that  the  action  of  the  local  officers  refusing  to  appoint 
said  commissioner  was  clearly  interlocutory  and  not  a  final  decision 
from  which  an  appeal  would  lie. 

In  his  application  to  this  Department,  counsel  for  Still  <^asks  that  a 
writ  of  certiorari  may  be  issued  compelling  the  local  office  to  transmit 
the  appeal  from  their  decision  of  June  2, 1897,"  wherein  they  deny  Still 
the  right  to  take  testimony  under  rule  35  of  rules  of  practice. 

Said  rule  of  practice  (No.  35,  23  L.  D.,  697),  provides  that: 

In  the  discretion  of  registers  and  receiyers  testimony  may  be  taken  near  the  land 
in  controversy  before  a  United  States  commissioner,  or  other  o£9cer  authorized  to 
administer  oaths,  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  fixed  by  l^em  and  stated  in  the  notice 
of  hearing. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  under  said  rule  the  local  officers  are 
given  discretionary  authority  to  appoint  a  conunissioner  to  take  testi- 
mony near  the  land  in  controversy,  and,  in  the  absence  of  full  proof 
that  they  have  abused  their  discretion,  their  action  under  said  rule 
will  not  be  disturbed.  Doherty  v.  Bobertson,  12  L.  D.,  30;  Mechem 
on  Public  Officers,  section  1005. 

It  does  not  affirmatively  appear  that  the  local  officers  have  abused 
their  discretion,  in  refusing  to  appoint  said  commissioner,  for  the  record 
fails  to  disclose  the  specific  charges  upon  which  said  rehearing  was 
allowed  before  the  local  officers,  and  the  only  reason  suggested  in  said 
motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  commissioner  to  take  testimony  is  the 
distance  of  the  land  from  the  local  land  office.  Besides,  said  motion 
for  the  appointment  of  a  commissioner  was  not  made  by  Still  until 
after  Oakes  had  submitted  his  testimony  in  chief  at  the  rehearing. 

In  Wood  V.  Goodwin  (10  L.  D.,  689,)  the  Department  held  (syllabus) : 

While  the  mke  of  practioe  provide  for  certiorari  only  in  cases  where  the  General 
Land  Office  denies  the  right  of  appeal,  yet  the  Secretary  has  the  power  and  author- 
ity to  issae  the  writ  to  the  local  officers  in  a  case  that  calls  for  such  action. 

Certiorari  will  not  lie  to  review  an  interlocntory  order  of  the  local  office  where 
the  ordinary  methods  of  procedure  afford  relief. 

It  is  not  shown  that  any  right  has  been  refused  the  applicant,  and  it 
is  apparent  that  if  the  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers  had 
been  forwarded,  it  would  be  dismissed.  In  such  cases  certiorari  will 
not  issue.  Rudolph  Wurlitzer,  6  L.  D.,  315;  Forney  v.  Union  Pacific 
By.  Go.,  11  L.  D.,  430;  Jhilson  P.  Oummins^  20  L.  D.,  130. 
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Since  it  does  not  appear  that  tbe  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  overruling  said  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  commissioner 
was  wrongfnlly  denied,  and  the  record  does  not  disclose  facts  showing 
that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  relief  ander  the  supervisory  authority 
of  the  Department,  said  application  for  certiorari  must  be,  and  it  hereby 
iSj  denied.    Johnson  et  al.  v.  Beaufort  et  aLy  21  L.  D.,  122, 


BAILBOAD  GBAl^— LIMITS— ABJUSTMHNT. 

South  and  North  Alabama  E.  B.  Oo« 

The  approved  plat  on  file  in  the  General  Land  OfiBce^  on  which  the  HmitB  of  a  nil- 
road  grant  are  marked^  most  determine  whether  a  seleotioa  fallB  within  the 
limits  of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Deeenlber 
(W.  V.  D.)  9, 1897.  (G.  J.  W.) 

By  your  office  letter  ("P^')  of  May  26, 1885,  the  B.  J  of  the  NB.  J  and 
the  NB.  J  of  the  SB.  J,  Sec.  31,  T.  7  S.,  R.  6  W.,  Huntsville  land  districts, 
Alabama,  included  in  the  list  of  indemnity  selections  made  by  the  South 
and  North  Alabama  Eailroad  Company,  November  3, 1871,  were  can- 
celed because  they  were  without  the  indemnity  limits  of  said  railroad. 
On  June  18,  1895,  said  railroad  company  again  selected  the  said  E.  Jof 
the  NB.  i  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  7  8.,  E.  6  W.,  120.18 
acres,  and  also  the  SB.  J  of  theNB.  J,  Sec.  31,  T.  12  S.,  R.  6  W.,  39.62  acres. 

On  May  18, 1896,  your  office  rejected  said  selections,  calling  attention 
to  the  former  cancellation,  and  holding  for  cancellation  the  SE.  J  of  the 
NB.  4,  Sec.  31,  T.  12  S.,  E.  5  W.,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  also  without 
the  limits  of  the  grant  and  not  subject  to  indemnity  selection. 

The  railroad  company  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision,  upon 
the  following  ground: 

It  is  shown  by  accompanying  plats  that  the  several  tracts  do  Ue  in  the  indemnify 
limits  of  the  grant  to  the  South  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  by  the  line  as  it  is  of 
record  in  the  Huntsville  local  land  office^  and  further  that  this  line  is  believed  to 
be  the  correct  line,  as  that  office  has  always  so  regarded  it,  and  so  has  the  Honorable 
Commissioner,  as  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  your  office,  on  May  19, 1896,  approved 
to  the  State  of  Alabama,  for  the  benefit  of  this  railroad,  upon  the  certificate  of  the 
Commissioner,  the  E.  i  N£.  i,  Sec.  9,  T.  12  S.,  R.  6  W.,  which  tract  is  located  similarlj 
to  the  ones  at  bar. 

Two  reasons  are  thus  presented  in  support  of  the  contention  of  the 
railroad  company.  One  is  that  the  plat  on  file  in  the  local  land  office 
at  Huntsville  shows  the  tracts  selected  to  be  within  the  fifteen  mile 
indemnity  limits  of  the  railroad,  and  the  other  is,  that  the  Department 
on  the  certificate  of  your  office  has  held  a  tract  similarly  located  to  be 
within  said  limits.  The  plat  in  the  local  office,  referred  to  in  the  appeal 
as  the  Huntsville  plat,  was  intended  to  be  a  duplicate  of  the  approved 
plat  on  file  in  your  office.    There  is  no  report  of  the  local  oflloe  with 
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the  record,  showing  the  alleged  discrepancy,  if  it  exists.  The  original 
plat  is  better  evidence  than  the  intended  duplicate,  as  to  the  location 
of  the  limit  line,  and  the  line  indicated  by  it  shows  the  tracts  in  ques- 
tion to  be  without  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  road.  If  it  be  true,  as 
alleged,  that  your  office  certified  the  E.  i  of  the  KE.  ^  of  Sec.  9,  T.  12 
S.,  R.  5  W.,  to  be  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  said  railroad,  and  that 
the  same  was  approved  to  the  State  by  the  Department,  if  said  tract 
is  in  fact  not  within  said  limits,  the  action  therein  taken  does  not  con- 
stitute a  precedent  to  be  followed. 

The  maps  on  file  in  your  office  show  said  tract  to  be  without  the 
fifteen  mile  indemnity  limits  of  said  railroad. 

The  objections  urged  to  your  office  decision  are  not  well  founded; 
and  said  decision  is  hereby  affirmed. 


BAILBOAD  LAND8-CON7IIIMATION— ACT  OP  MABCH  9,  1896. 

Walker  v.  Union  Paoipio  R.  B.  Oo. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1896,  the  title  to  lands  erroneously  pat> 
ented  on  account  of  a  railroad  grant,  and  sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  is  con- 
firmed. The  government  in  such  case  must  proceed  against  the  company  foi 
the  recovery  of  the  value  of  the  lands  as  directed  by  said  act. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  December 
(W.V.D.)  9jl897.  (W.A.B.) 

On  May  18, 1897,  the  Department  directed  your  office  to  call  upoD 
John  Brisben  Walker  to  furnish  additional  evidence  in  support  of  his 
claim,  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  to  the  NE.  ^,  the  S.  i  of  the  NW.  ^,  and 
the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  17,  T.  3  S.,  R.  68  W.,  Denver,  Colorado,  land  district. 

This  land  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Union 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (formerly  known  as  the  Denver  Pacific  Rail- 
way and  Telegraph  Company),  the  right  of  which  attached  August  20, 
1869.  It  was  listed  by  the  company  on  October  16, 1874,  and  patent 
issued  on  April  24, 1875.  It  appears,  however,  that  patent  was  errone- 
ously issued  for  the  reason  that  the  land  described  was  covered  by 
uncanceled  pre-emption  filings  at  the  date  when  the  railroad  company's 
claim  under  its  grant  attached. 

On  May  26, 1891,  Walker  filed  an  application  to  purchase  the  land 
under  section  4  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  (24  Stat.,  656).  This  appli- 
cation was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  on 
October  12, 1891,  Walker  renewed  his  application,  and  was  permitted 
to  submit  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser. 

Protests  against  the  taking  of  testimony  in  support  of  Walker's 
claim  were  filed  by  Henry  Strange  and  Henry  Wormington,  who  had 
formerly  had  preemption  filings  on  this  land,  but  these  protests  were 
disregarded.    The  local  officers,  however,  declined  to  consider  the  evi« 
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dence  submitted  by  Walker  for  the  reason  that  the  patent  to  the  rail- 
road company  was  outstauding. 

Walker  thereupon  appealed  to  your  office  and  Strange  and  Worming- 
ton  also  appealed  from  the  dismissal  of  their  protests. 

By  letter  of  April  30, 1895,  your  office  held  that : 

Ab  the  tracts  in  question  haye  all  been  patented  to  the  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  and  a  suit  has  been  instituted  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  (24  Stat., 
556)  to  cancel  the  patents  so  issued,  and  sinoe  the  proof  authorized  by  section  4  of 
said  act  can  only  be  made  by  a  purchaser  from  the  railroad  company  after  title  to 
the  land  has  been  recoyered  by  the  United  States,  the  proof  of  Mr.  Walker  ia  prema- 
ture. 

His  application  was  thereupon  rejected,  and  from  this  action  he 
appealed  to  the  Department. 

It  appeared  in  regard  to  the  suit  mentioned  in  your  office  letter,  that 
on  February  18, 1892,  your  office  had  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Wash- 
ington attorneys  for  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  allowing  the 
company  thirty  days  "within  which  to  show  cause,  in  writing  before 
this  office,  why  demand  for  the  reconveyance  of  the  land  should  not  be 
made  as  provided  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1887.''  No  reply  was  made  to 
this  letter  by  the  company,  and  no  further  action  looking  towards  the 
cancellation  of  the  patent  was  taken  by  your  office  or  the  Department 

Subsequent  to  the  date  of  your  office  decision  of  April  30,  1895,  to 
wit:  on  March  2, 1896,  Congress  passed  an  act  (29  Stat.,  42)  the  third 
section  of  which  reads  as  follows : 

That  if  at  any  time  prior  to  the  institution  of  suit  by  the  Attorney-General  to 
cancel  any  patent  or  certification  of  landa  erroneously  patented  or  certified,  a  claim 
or  statement  is  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  per- 
son or  persons,  corporation  or  corporations,  claiming  that  such  person  or  persons, 
corporation  or  corporations,  is  a  hona  fide  purchaser  or  are  bona  fide  purchasers  of 
any  patented  or  certified  land  by  deed  or  contract,  or  otherwise,  from  or  through  the 
original  patentee  or  corporation  to  which  patent  or  certification  was  issued,  no  snit 
or  action  shall  be  brought  to  cancel  or  annul  the  patent  or  certification  for  said  land 
until  such  claim  is  investigated  in  said  Department  of  the  Interior;  and  if  it  shall 
appear  that  such  person  or  corporation  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser  as  aforesaid,  or  that 
such  persons  or  corporations  are  such  hona  fide  purchasers,  then  no  such  suit  shall  be 
instituteil,  and  the  title  of  such  claimant  or  claimants  shall  stand  confirmed;  but  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  request  that  suit  be  brought  in  such  case  against  the 
patentee,  or  the  corporation,  company,  person,  or  association  of  persons  for  whose 
bene6t  the  patent  was  issued  or  certification  was  made  for  the  value  of  tho  land  as 
hereinbefore  specified. 

Walker's  claim  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  was  therefore  considered  bj 
the  Department  under  this  act.  As  it  was  not  shown  that  the  protest- 
ants  had  any  interest  in  the  laud  involved  the  protests  were  dismissed 
and  the  matter  was  considered  as  solely  a  question  between  Walker 
and  the  government. 

Walker  claimed  through  mesne  conveyances  from  the  company,  but 
he  submitted  only  oral  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim  and  it  was  held 
by  the  Department  that  the  best  evidence  of  a  transfer  by  deed  is  the 
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deed  itself,  or  a  certified  copy  thereof,  that  the  evidence  submitted  by 
him  was  only  of  a  secondary  character,  and  that  it  was  insufficient  in 
the  absence  of  any  showing  that  the  deeds,  or  certified  copies  thereof, 
could  not  be  furnished,  and  you  were  therefore  directed  to  call  upon 
Walker  to  furnish  this  additional  evidence. 

The  Department  is  now  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  of  November  3, 
1897,  transmitting  with  favorable  recommendation  certified  copies  of 
the  several  deeds  upon  which  his  claim  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  is  based. 

It  appears  from  these  that  the  Denver  Pacific  Railway  and  Telegraph 
Company  (of  which  the  Union  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  is  the  suc- 
cessor) deeded  this  land  to  Horace  A.  Gray  and  Peter  G.  Bradstreet; 
that  Gray  transferred  his  interest  to  Margaret  P.  Evans;  that  Evans 
and  Bradstreet  deeded  the  land  to  John  Brisben  Walker;  and  that 
Walker  transferred  it  to  the  Highland  Park  Company,  which  deeded  it 
to  the  Berkeley  Farm  and  Cattle  Company,  which  in  turn  deeded  it 
back  to  Walker. 

Walker's  title  accordingly  stands  confirmed  under  the  provisions  of 
the  above  cited  act  of  March  2, 1896.  Tou  are  directed  to  make  demand 
upon  the  company  tbr  the  minimum  government  price  of  the  land,  to 
the  end  that,  should  it  refuse  to  pay,  steps  may  be  taken  looking  to  the 
institution  of  suit  to  recover  the  value  thereof  through  the  courts,  as 
contemplated  by  said  act. 


HOMESTEAD-NON-MINEBAL  AFPIDAVrr-PRACTICE-KEHEARING. 

GOBBIN  V.  DOBMAN. 

A  non-mineral  a£9davit  of  a  homesteader  alleging  personal  knowledge  of  the  land, 
when  in  fact  the  affiant  had  no  such  knowledge,  while  valueless  as  evidence  of 
the  character  of  the  land,  does  not  render  the  entry  illegal,  and,  in  the  ahsence 
of  any  charge  that  the  land  is  mineral  in  character,  the  defect  may  he  cnred  hy 
filing  a  proper  affidavit. 

A  motion  for  rehearing  on  grounds  not  in  issue  at  the  original  hearing  must  he 
denied  hy  the  Department,  hut  such  action  does  not  preclude  the  General  Land 
Office  ftom  subsequently  directing  an  inquiry,  in  the  nature  of  a  new  contest, 
to  determine  questions  that  have  arisen  since  the  hearing  on  the  original  suit. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  9y  1897.  (W,  A.  E.) 

On  May  9, 1895,  Alice  E.  Dorman  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
NB.  4  of  Sec,  10,  T.  106  IJ^.,  B.  76  W.,  Chamberlain,  South  Dakota,  land 
district. 

Contest  affidavit,  alleging  prior  settlement,  was  filed  by  Thomas  B. 
Corbin  on  June  18, 1895. 

Hearing  was  had  Augast  12, 1895,  and  as  a  result  thereof  the  local 
officers  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

On  appeal  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  below,  whereupon  the 
defendant  filed  further  appeal  to  the  Department. 
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The  first  question  presented  is  in  regard  to  the  legality  of  the  defend- 
ant's entry.  It  appears  that  she  was  never  on  the  land  in  controversy 
until  after  the  date  of  her  entry,  but  at  the  time  she  made  entry  she 
filed  a  non-mineral  affidavit,  in  which  she  swore  that 

she  is  weU  acquainted  with  the  character  of  said  described  laud^  and  with  each 
and  eyery  legal  subdivision  thereof,  having  frequently  passed  over  the  same;  that 
her  personal  knowledge  of  said  land  is  such  as  to  enable  her  to  testify  understand- 
ingly  with  regard  thereto;  that  there  is  not>  to  her  knowledge,  within  the  limits 
thereof,  any  vein,  etc. 

The  register  and  receiver  held,  in  their  opinion,  that 

if  the  entry  of  Alice  £.  Donnan  is  not  absolutely  nuU  and  void,  it  is  oertainly  void- 
able,  made  so  by  her  false  oath  at  the  time  of  making  her  entry,  and  that  it  is  a 
defect  which  can  not  be  cured  in  the  presence  of  an  adverse  claim. 

The  filing  of  a  non-mineral  affidavit  is  not  a  statutory  requirement^ 
but  a  departmental  regulation,  based  primarily  upon  section  2302  of 
the  Eevised  Statutes  of  the  Fnited  States,  which  provide  that: 

No  distinction  shall  be  made  in  the  construction  or  execution  of  this  chapter  on 
account  of  race  or  color;  nor  shall  any  mineral  lands  be  liable  to  entry  and  settle- 
ment under  its  provisions. 

This  affidavit  is  required  by  the  Department  for  its  own  satisfaction, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  or  allegation  to  the  contrary  is 
accepted  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  non-mineral  character  of  the 
land  applied  for.  In  order  that  the  affidavit  may  be  of  value  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  person  who  swears  to  it  should  be  personally  acquainted 
with  the  land  and  testify  to  its  character  from  actual,  personal  knowl- 
edge, hence  the  rule  that  this  affidavit  can  not  be  made  on  information 
and  belief.  Where  it  is  shown,  as  in  the  present  case,  that  the  party 
who  makes  the  affidavit  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  unacquainted  with  the 
land  at  the  time,  the  effect  is  1o  destroy  the  value  of  the  affidavit  as 
evidence  of  the  non-mineral  character  of  the  land.  The  entry  is  not, 
however,  thereby  rendered  illegal,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  charge  or 
allegation  that  the  land  is  mineral  in  character,  the  defect  may  he 
cured  by  the  filing  of  a  proper  affidavit.  The  tract  here  involved  is 
open  prairie  land,  and  there  is  no  allegation  that  it  is  mineral  in 
character. 

As  to  the  respective  rights  of  the  two  claimants,  the  testimony  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  shows  that  he  made  settlement  on  the  tract  in 
controversy  on  May  6,  1895,  by  moving  thereon  a  small  box  house, 
which  he  furnished,  and  in  which  he  resided  from  May  6, 1895,  up  to 
the  date  of  the  hearing,  except  for  short  absences  on  business.  He 
also  built  a  corral  on  the  7th  of  May. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendant  several  witnesses  testify  that  they  were 
on  and  over  this  tract  on  the  7th,  8th,  and  9th  of  May,  1895,  and  that 
they  saw  no  building  or  other  evidences  of  settlement  until  the  after- 
noon of  the  9th,  when  a  small  house  was  moved  on  the  land.  The 
defendant  herself  was  never  on  the  tract  in  controversy  prior  to  entry. 
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She  established  her  resideuce  on  the  laud  on  May  27, 1895,  and  has 
since  resided  there. 

The  positive  testimony  of  the  plaintifTs  witnesses  that  he  settled  on 
the  land  in  dispute  on  May  6, 1895,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  defendant's 
entry,  is  not  successfully  contradicted  by  the  negative  evidence  fur- 
nished by  the  witnesses  for  the  defense.  Moreover,  defendant's  wit- 
nesses admit  that  they  saw  Gorbin's  house  on  the  land  on  the  afternoon 
of  May  9,  1895,  the  day  th^  entry  was  made,  and  it  is  not  shown  at 
what  hour  of  the  day  the  homestead  application  was  filed.  It  must  be 
held  therefore  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  initiated  prior  to  that  of 
the  defendant. 

On  September  27, 1897,  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  for  rehearing  on 
the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.  It  is  alleged  that  as  the 
plaiT)tifi''s  claim  is  based  on  settlement  and  residence,  it  is  necessary 
for  him  to  maintain  residence  on  the  land,  but  that  he  has,  since  the 
hearing  in  this  case,  abandoned  his  residence  on  the  tract  in  contro- 
versy and  is  now  a  resident  of  Chamberlain,  South  Dakota,  where  he 
voted  in  the  November  election  of  1896.  Defendant  asks  that  a  new  or 
additional  hearing  be  ordered  to  enable  her  to  prove  these  allegations 
as  it  would  be  unjust  to  her  to  hold  her  entry  for  cancellation  under 
the  present  state  of  facts. 

This  case  is  similar  to  that  of  Griffin  t?.  Smith  (25  L.  D.,  329).  There 
the  decision  of  the  Department  was  in  favor  of  the  contestant,  who 
alleged  prior  settlement.  Motion  for  rehearing  on  the  ground  that  the 
contestant  had  abandoned  the  land  since  the  date  of  the  hearing  was 
denied  for  the  reason  that  none  of  the  matters  set  out  in  the  motion 
was  in  issue  at  the  hearing  or  when  the  decision  of  your  office  was  ren- 
dered. In  promulgating  the  decision  of  the  Department,  however, 
your  office  directed  the  register  and  receiver  to  notify  the  contestant  of 
the  action  of  the  Department,  and  in  case  he  applied  to  perfect  his 
application  that  the  defendant  be  given  an  opportunity  to  show  that 
the  contestant  had  abandoned  the  land  and  was  no  longer  entitled  to 
enter.  In  pursuance  of  these  instructions,  the  register  and  receiver 
ordered  a  hearing  at  the  proper  time  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
contestant  had  abandoned  the  land.  As  a  result  of  this  hearing  the 
local  officers  rejected  his  application  and  held  the  defendant's  entry 
intact.  This  action  was  subsequently  affirmed  by  your  office  and  by 
the  Department.  It  was  held  that  a  decision  of  the  Department,  deny- 
ing a  motion  for  rehearing  on  the  ground  that  the  matters  therein 
alleged  were  not  in  issue  at  the  original  hearing,  does  not  preclude  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  in  the  exercise  of  his  origi- 
nal jurisdiction,  from  subsequently  directing  an  inquiry,  in  the  nature 
of  a  new  contest,  to  determine  questions  arising  since  the  hearing  of 
the  original  suit. 

The  present  case  will  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  method 
adopted  in  the  case  cited.    The  motion  for  rehearing  is  denied,  and  on 
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the  record  as  it  is  now  presented  to  the  Department  your  office  decision 
is  affirmed  and  the  defendant's  entry  is  held  subject  to  the  plaintifTs 
superior  right.  This  action  will  not,  however,  preclude  your  office  from 
directing  an  inquiry,  in  the  nature  of  a  new  contest,  to  determine  ques- 
tions that  have  arisen  since  the  date  of  the  original  hearing. 


APPMCATION  FOR.SUBVET—ISIiASB, 

DiSDBIOK  0.  Glissman. 

An  application  for  the  surrey  of  an  island,  in  a  meandered  non-nayigable  livn, 
existing  at  the  date  of  the  township  survey  but  omitted  therefrom,  must  be 
denied,  where  the  right  of  the  riparian  owners  to  the  bed  of  the  stream  is  recog- 
nized by  the  State  in  which  the  land  lies. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Deoember 
(W.  V.  D.)  9, 1897.  (O.  W.  P.) 

On  March  10,  1897,  you  submitted  the  application  of  Diedrick  0. 
Gllssman,  of  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  for  the  survey  of  an  island  in  the 
Arkansas  Eiver,  described  as  being  ^<  known  and  recognized  as  the 
south  island  in  said  river,"  and,  according  to  the  diagram  submitted  by 
the  applicant  attached  to  the  application,  shown  to  be  in  sections  1  and 
6  of  township  20  south,  ranges  12  and  13  west,  Kansas,  while  in  the 
application  its  location  is  described  as  being  partly  in  sections  31  and 
36,  township  19  south,  ranges  12  and  13  west,  and  sections  1  and  6, 
township  20  south,  ranges  12  and  13  west,  E^ansas. 

The  joint  affidavit  on  page  2  of  the  application  shows  that  the  island 
contains  about  forty  acres  of  land;  that  the  width  of  the  channel  on 
the  north  side  of  the  island  is  about  four  hundred  feet  and  on  the  south 
side  about  two  hundred  and  Hfky  feet,  and  the  depth  thereof  at  ordinary 
stages  of  the  water  is  about  two  and  a  half  feet;  that  the  island  is 
about  three  feet  above  high  water  mark,  not  subject  to  overflow,  and 
the  land  fit  for  agricultural  purposes,  with  improvements  thereon  shown 
to  consist  of  ^^a  drove  well"  and  one  acre  of  land  plowed,  and  '^a 
dugout,"  put  up  by  applicant  as  a  residence,  and  valued  at  abont 
twenty  dollars. 

Notice  of  the  application  for  the  survey  is  shown  to  have  been  served 
upon  John  Bogers,  Emma  L.  Hamilton,  Margaret  Harris,  and  D.  N. 
Heezer,  as  ownJBrs  of  the  lands  on  the  shores  opposite  to  the  island, 
none  of  whom  appears  to  have  acknowledged  the  service  of  notice. 
But  John  liogers  has  filed  a  protest  against  the  approval  of  the  appli- 
cation, claiming  that  as  owner  of  section  1,  the  island  belongs  to  him 
under  the  laws  governing  riparian  rights,  (which  protest  accompanied 
your  letter  of  transmittal,)  and  in  the  affidavit  of  Mrs.  Emma  Ham- 
ilton and  A.  W.  Hamilton,  attached  to  the  protest,  it  is  stated  that 
the  Arkansas  Biver  is  at  no  time  navigable  at  or  anywhere  near  the 
location  of  the  island. 
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The  township  was  surveyed  in  October,  1871,  and  the  official  plat 
of  the  survey  shows  an  ansorveyed  island  in  the  locality  described  in 
the  application  and  represented  upon  the  diagram  accompanying  the 
application. 

In  the  case  of  John  G.  Ghristensen  (25  L.  D.,  413),  a  survey  was  denied 
of  a  small  island  in  a  meandered,  non-navigable  river,  shown  to  have 
been  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  survey  of  the  township  embracing 
the  same,  viz.,  in  1877,  where  the  right  of  the  riparian  owners  to  the  bed 
of  the  river  is  recognized  by  the  State  in  which  the  land  lies. 

It  appears  that  that  x>ortion  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  which  this  island 
lies  is  non-navigable,  and  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Fowler,  26  Kansas,  682, 
the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  that  a  grant  of  land  bounded  by  an 
unnavigable  stream  carries  with  it  the  bed  of  the  stream  to  the  center 
of  the  thread  thereof,  appears  to  be  recognized. 

The  facts  in  the  case  at  bar  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  in  the 
case  of  John  G.  Ghristensen,  supra,  and  the  application  of  Mr.  Glissman 
must  be  denied. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— APPLICATION--GOOI>  FAITH. 

MONTAYO  V.  TBUJILLO. 

llDder  the  proTlBions  of  section  2,  act  of  Maroh  2,  1889,  a  second  homestead  entry 
may  be  allowed,  where  the  first  was  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  bat 
was  afterwards  canceled  for  failure  to  make  final  proof  within  the  statutory 
period. 

A  non-mineral  affidavit,  sworn  to  before  a  notary  public,  and  forwarded  to  the  local 
office  with  the  fees  and  commissions  required  on  making  homestead  entry,  can 
not  be  regarded  as  an  application  to  enter,  and  operating  to  segregate  the  land. 

To  justify  the  allowance  of  a  homestead  entry  of  land  made  valnable  by  the  money 
and  labor  of  a  prior  adverse  settler,  who  is  in  default  in  the  matter  of  filing 
application,  it  should  clearly  appear  that  the  subsequent  claimant  is  acting  in 
entire  good  faith. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  t?^  General  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  9y  1897.  (W.  A.  B.) 

On  June  15, 1893,  Grescentio  Trujillo  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
SW.  J  of  the  SE.  i,  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  SW.  J 
of  Sec.  20,  T.  10  K,  E.  13  W.,  Sante  Fe,  New  Mexico,  land  district. 

On  October  11,  1893,  Encarnacion  Trujillo  y  Montayo  filed  affidavit 
of  contest  against  this  entry,  alleging  a  prior  right  to  said  tract,  and 
charging  that  the  defendant  was  disqualified  by  reason  of  haying  made 
a  former  entry. 

A  hearing  was  had  on  December  1, 1893,  and  resulted  in  a  decision 
by  the  local  officers  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

On  appeal  your  office,  by  letter  of  June  2, 1894,  reversed  the  action 
of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  held  the  defendant's  entry  subject  to 
the  plaintiffs  superior  right. 
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The  defeudant's  appeal  brings  the  matter  before  the  Department. 

It  was  shown  at  the  hearing  that  one  Grescentio  Trajillo  (identifted 
by  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  as  the  defendant  in  this  case) 
made  homestead  entry  for  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  12,  T.  14  K.,  B.  10  W.,  at  the 
Santa  Fe  land  office,  on  April  18, 1885;  and  that  said  entry  was  can- 
celed on  March  28, 1893,  on  account  of  the  expiration  of  the  statatoiy 
period.  The  defendant,  however,  in  his  entry  papers  denied  that  he 
had  ever  made  a  prior  entry;  and  re-affirmed  this  statement  at  the 
hearing. 

The  plaintiff,  Montayo,  settled  on  the  land  in  controversy  in  1889,  and 
has  since  resided  there.  His  improvements,  consisting  of  a  hoase,  cor- 
ral, fencing,  breaking,  etc.,  are  worth  about  five  hundred  dollars.  In 
the  spring  of  1890,  he  entered  into  a  partnership  with  the  defendant  for 
the  purposes  of  sheep  raising  and  farming,  the  expenses  and  profits  to 
be  shared  between  theuL  Incidentally  to  this  partnership  and  by  per- 
mission of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  took  up  his  residence  on  the  land. 
For  a  while  he  lived  in  the  same  house  with  the  plaiutiff.  Afterwards 
he  fitted  up  a  little  house  that  had  been  built  on  the  land  by  a  former 
claimant,  and  moved  into  that.  His  improvements  at  the  date  of  the 
hearing  seem  to  have  been  almost  entirely  such  as  he  had  made  in  con- 
nection with  the  plaintiff  under  their  partnership  agreement. 

On  June  5, 1893,  the  plaintiff  sent  to  the  local  land  office,  by  mail,  a 
non-mineral  affidavit,  executed  before  a  notary  public.  In  this  affidavit 
he  set  forth,  mter  alia^  that  he  was  the  identical  person  <<  who  is  an 
applicant  for  government  title  "  to  the  land  in  dispute,  describing  the 
same.  With  said  affidavit  he  transmitted  twenty-two  dollars,  in  pay- 
ment of  the  required  fees  and  commissions.  The  receiver,  on  the  same 
day,  returned  to  the  plaintiff  the  affidavit  and  money,  saying  in  the 
letter  of  transmittal : 

I  received  this  inoming  the  enclosed  non-mineral  affidavit,  which  I  pTeenme  yon 
intended  to  make  a  homestead  entry,  but  you  will  have  to  have  a  Itill  set  made  ont^ 
of  which  I  enclose  blanks;  and  I  also  state  that  these  papers  can  not  be  made  out 
before  Mr.  Block  as  a  notary  public,  nor  any  other  notary  public. 

On  June  27, 1893,  the  plaintiff'  executed  and  forwarded  preliminary 

homestead  papers,  which  were  returned,  for  the  reason  that  the  land 

was  not  open  to  entry,  the  defendant  herein  having  made  entry  therefor 

on  June  16, 1893. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  testimony  bearing  on  the  qnestian 

as  to  whether  or  not  the  defendant  had  made  a  prior  homestead  entry, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  even  if  it  be  found  that  he  had  made  homestead 
entry  in  1885  for  another  tract,  as  alleged,  under  which  he  had  not  per- 
fected title,  he  would  not  be  disqualified. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Hertzke  v.  Henermond  (25  L.  D.,  82),  it  was 
held  (syllabus)  that: 

Section  2,  act  of  March  2,  1889,  provides  for  the  aUowanoe  of  a  second  homestead 
entry  in  any  cnso  in  which  theuppHcant,  ))rior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statate,  made 
entry  under  the  homestead  law  but  has  not  perfected  title  thereunder,  either  before 
or  since  that  time. 
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The  noD-mineral  a£Bdavit,  sworn  to  before  a  notary  public  by  the 
plaintiff  and  forwarded,  with  the  fees  and  commissions,  to  the  local 
office  on  June  5, 1893,  can  not  be  considered  as  a  legal  application,  in 
fact  it  can  hardly  be  called  an  application  at  all.  Though  it  evidenced 
his  desire  and  intention  to  enter  the  tract  in  controversy  it  had  no  more 
effect,  so  far  as  the  segregation  of  the  land  was  concerned,  than  an  oral 
declaration  of  intention  to  enter  would  have  had.  (See  Ehodes  v. 
Crocker,  15  L.  D.,  249.)  At  the  time,  then,  that  the  defendant  made 
entry,  this  tract  was  vacant  public  land,  subject  to  entry,  and  the  case 
narrows  down  to  the  sole  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  defendant 
acted  in  good  faith  in  making  this  entry. 

In  the  case  of  Lee  v,  Johnson  (116  F.  S.,  48-^2),  the  Fnited  States 
supreme  court  cites  with  approval  the  statement  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  that  the  element  of  good  faith  is  the  essential  foundation 
of  all  valid  claims  under  the  homestead  law. 

In  Eussell  v.  Gerold  (10  L.  D.,  18),  it  was  said: 

It  mast  be  remembered  that  good  faith  is  required  of  every  applicant  for  any  part 
of  the  pnblic  domain. 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (4  L.  D.,  158),  it  was  held  that 
under  no  circumstances  will  the  Department  knowingly  permit  itself  to 
be  made  an  instrument  to  further  the  fraudulent  designs  of  an  indi- 
vidual who  is  seeking  to  acquire  title  to  land  to  which  he  has  no  right. 

See  also  Smith  v.  Kiugdom  et  al.,  11  G.  L.  O.,  56;  Dickson  v,  Schlater, 
2  L.  D.,  597;  Callahan  v.  Burke,  4  L.  D.,  170;  Dayton  v.  Hause  et  al.y 
id.,  263;  Caldwell  v.  Carden,  id.,  306;  Turner  v.  Bumgardner,  6  L.  D., 
377;  Emily  Lode,  6  L.  D.,  223;  Blake  v.  Marsh,  10  L.  D.,  612;  Massey 
r.  Malachi,  11  L.  D.,  191;  Tustin  v.  Adams,  22  L.  D.,  266;  Shook  v. 
Douglas,  id.,  646. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  party  settles  upon  or  makes  entry  for  land  em- 
braced in  the  claim  of  a  prior  settler  does  not  in  itself  warrant  the 
finding  of  bad  faith.  A  settler  can  not  hold  a  piece  of  public  land 
indefinitely  by  residence  and  improvements,  without  some  claim  of 
record,  no  matter  how  valuable  his  improvements  may  be.  In  order, 
however,  that  the  subsequent  claim  may  defeat  the  rights  of  the  prior 
settler,  two  things  must  clearly  appear:  first,  that  the  prior  settler  is 
guilty  of  laches  in  not  following  up  his  prior  right  within  the  statutory 
period,  or  is  disqualified,  and,  second,  that  the  subsequent  claimant  is 
acting  in  entire  good  faith.  If  either  of  these  elements  is  lacking,  the 
rights  of  the  prior  settler  are  not  defeated  by  the  subsequent  claim. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  Department  that  while  a  homestead  entry  of 
lands  chiefly  valuable  for  the  timber  or  stone  thereon  is  allowable,  yet 
such  entry  should  be  carefully  scrutinized  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
the  entryman  is  acting  in  good  faith.  Porter  v.  Throop,  6  L.  D.,  691; 
Wright  V.  Larson,  7  L.  D.,  555;  John  A.  McKay,  8  L.  D.,  526.  The 
same  principle  would  apply  to  an  entry  of  lands  improved  and  made 
valuable  by  the  money  and  labor  of  a  prior  settler  who  is  in  default  in 


478  DECISIONS  RELATIliO  TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS. 

the  matter  of  filing  his  application.  Sneh  an  entry  is  allowable,  but  it 
should  be  earefall j  scmtinized  to  ascertain  whether  the  entryman  ia 
acting  in  good  faith. 

Applying  these  general  principles  to  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  evident 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  laches  in  not  filing  his  application 
during  the  statutory  period  of  protection  accorded  a  settler,  but  can  it 
be  said  that  the  defendant  has  acted  in  good  faith f  He  went  on  the 
land  in  pursuance  of  a  partnership  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  for 
the  purpose  of  farming  and  sheep  raising;  he  resided  for  a  while  id 
the  plaintiff's  own  house,  afterwards  by  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
a  small  house  that  had  been  built  on  the  land  by  a  former  claimant; 
he  knew,  as  appears  from  the  testimony,  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to 
enter  the  land  as  soon  as  he  could  raise  the  money;  he  did  not  notify 
the  plaintiff  in  any  way  that  he  intended  to  claim  the  land;  he  takes 
care  not  to  arouse  the  plaintiff's  suspicions,  but  slips  off"  quietly  to  the 
land  office  and  makes  entry,  and  the  first  the  plaintiff  knows  of  it  is 
when  his  application  is  returned  with  the  information  that  the  land  hn& 
been  entered  by  the  man  he  has  trusted  and  permitted  to  live  on  the 
land  with  him,  part  of  the  time  in  his  own  house. 

The  defendant's  bad  faith  is  apparent,  and  the  Department  will  not 
lend  its  aid  to  the  perpetration  of  such  a  fraud.  Your  office  decision  is 
accordingly  affirmed,  and  Trtgillo's  entry  will  be  held  subject  to  Mon* 
tayo's  superior  rights. 

BAILBOAD  GRAl^-INDLAN  OOCXTPAKCY. 

Levi  bt  al.  v.  Nobthebn  Pacific  R.  R.  Oo. 

The  occupancy  of  land  by  an  Indian,  at  the  date  when  the  Northern  Pacific  grant 
became  effectiye,  and  prior  to  the  act  of  July  4,  1S84;  will  not  serve  to  except 
such  land  from  said  grant,  if  at  such  time  the  Indian  had  not  abandoned  the 
tribal  relation. 

A88i8t€mt  Attorney- Oeneral  Van  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Jnierior, 

December  11^  1897.  ( W.  C.  P.) 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  referred  to  me,  with  request  for  an  opinion 
upon  the  various  questions  therein  presented,  a  letter  from  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Indian  Affairs,  and  accompanying  papers,  in  relation  to  the 
controversy  between  Levi,  Three  Mountain  and  Enoch,  members  of  the 
Upper  Middle  bauds  of  Spokane  Indians,  and  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  as  to  certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Washington. 

Levi  claims  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  27,  T.  26  N.,  R.  41  B.,  Three  Mountain 
claims  the  NE.  I  of  Sec.  33,  T.  26  N.,  R.  41  E.,  and  Enoch  claims  lots  1, 
6  and  7  and  the  liTB.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  35,  T.  27  N.,  R.  41  B. ;  while 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  claims  all  these  tracts  niid^ 
its  grant. 

These  tracts  are  all  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  said 
company,  the  map  of  definite  location  of  the  main  line  opposite  them 
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having  been  filed  October  4, 1880.  At  that  date  Levi  and  Three  Moun- 
tain were  in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  tracts  respectively 
Claimed  by  them,  and  it  is  insisted  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian 
Affairs,  in  their  behalf,  that  sach  occupancy  and  claim  was  sufficient  to 
except  those  tracts  from  the  operation  of  the  grant.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  claimed  by  the  railroad  company,  and  held  by  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office,  that  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  these 
lands  by  the  Indians  was  unauthorized,  because  the  homestead  privi- 
lege was  not  conferred  upon  tribal  Indians  until  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  July  4, 1884  (23  Stat.,  96),  and  that  therefore  there  was  not  such  claim 
as  wo  Id  take  these  lands  out  of  the  operation  of  the  grant.  It  may  be 
stated,  in  this  connection,  that  the  company  has  reftised  to  waive  its 
claim  to  these  lands  and  take  other  tracts  in  lieu  thereof  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194). 

By  the  act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  402-420),  the  benefits  of  the 
homestead  law  were  extended  to 

any  Indian  bom  in  the  United  Statee,  who  is  the  head  of  a  family,  or  who  has 
arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  who  has  abandoned,  or  may  hereafter 
abandon,  his  tribal  relations. 

This  privilege  was  extended  by  the  act  of  July  4,  1884  (23  Stat.,  76- 
96),  to 

snch  Indians  as  may  now  be  located  on  public  lands,  or  as  may  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  otherwise,  hereafter,  so  locate. 

If  any  of  these  Indians  had  severed  his  tribal  relations  prior  to  Octo- 
ber 4,  1880,  the  date  at  which  the  company's  rights  attached,  and  also 
had  the  other  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1875,  his 
occupancy  of  the  land  was  that  of  a  qualified  homestead  claimant,  and 
as  such  sufficient  to  except  the  tracts  so  occupied  and  claimed  from  the 
operation  of  the  grant. 

If,  however,  it  be  that  these  Indians  had  not  abandoned  their  tribal 
relations,  then  they  had  no  claim  by  reason  of  their  occupancy  of  any 
tract  of  the  public  land  recognized  by  law,  and  such  occupancy  would 
not  serve  to  except  the  tracts  from  the  grant. 

In  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  v.  Te  Quda  (11 
L  D.,  304)  it  was  shown  that  the  map  of  definite  location  was  filed  March 
26, 1884,  more  than  three  months  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July 
4, 1884,  and  it  was  said : 

The  company's  rights  finally  attached  on  definite  location,  and  at  that  date  no 
provision  had  heen  made  hy  which  an  Indian  still  retaining  his  tribal  relations, 
conld  acquire  any  rights  to  the  pnblic  lands,  either  by  settling  thereon,  or  by  occa- 
pying  the  same  for  purposes  of  cultivation.  It  is  true  that  by  departmental  regula- 
tion of  February  11, 1870  (1  C.  L.  O.,  283),  and  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1875  (18  Stat., 
420),  certain  homestead  privileges  were  extended  to  Indians.  These  privileges  were 
allowiMl,  however,  only  to  such  Indians  as  had  wholly  dissolved,  or  abandoned,  their 
tribal  relations,  of  which  fact  satisfactory  proof  was  required.  The  Indian,  Te  Quda, 
had  not  abandoned  his  tribal  relations,  but  still  retained  the  same  at  the  date  of  his 
appUca&ion.  He  cannot,  therefore,  be  held  to  have  acc^uired  any  right  to  the  land 
in  question  as  against  the  company,  by  his  improvem«it  and  cultivation  of  a  portion 
thereof,  as  claimed. 
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As  holding  to  the  same  effect,  the  following  cases  mi^  be  cited: 
Spicer  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go*  (11  L.  D.,  50),  Northern 
Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Salssboo  (18  L.  D.,  306),  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go. 
V.  Old  Charley  et  al.  f  18  L.  D.,  549),  Paloase  v.  Oregon  and  California 
B.  B.  Co.  (20  L.  D.,  401),  Einswa  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (21 
L.  D.,  467). 

The  question  as  to  whether  these  Indian  claimants  had  abandoned 
their  tribal  relations,  is  one  of  fact  rather  than  of  law.  So  far  as  the 
facts  are  shown,  they  do  not  indicate  that  either  of  them  had  abandoned 
his  tribal  relations.  They  all  accompanied  the  bands  to  the  reserva- 
tions to  which  they  were  to  remoye  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
of  1887  and  have  continued  to  reside  there  since  that  time.  This  fa^ 
alone  justifies  the  conclusion  that  they  had  not  abandoned  their  tribal 
relations. 

In  the  matter  of  the  claim  in  behalf  of  Enoch,  it  was  first  contended 
that  his  occupation  of  the  SE.  |  of  Sec.  19,  T.  26  N.,  B.  43  E.,  served  to 
except  that  tract  from  the  grant.  It  seems,  however,  that  in  1883  he 
relinquished  all  claim  to  that  tract  upon  the  payment  to  him  by  the  rail* 
road  company  of  the  sum  of  $2000.  The  claim  in  his  behalf  is  now  for 
lots  1, 6  and  7  and  the  NB.  i  of  Sec.  35,  T.  27  N.,  B.  41 E.,  upon  which  it  is 
said  he  lived  from  1881  until  his  removal  to  the  reservation  in  1895.  It 
is  further  claimed  that  these  tracts  were  occupied  by  Enoch's  father-in- 
law,  Johnnie  Meyers,  for  many  years.  Patent  has  been  issued  to  said 
company  for  these  tracts,  and  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  correctly  held  that  they  had  passed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Department.  Nothing  is  shown,  by  the  papers  now  before  me, 
as  to  the  status  of  Johnnie  Meyers,  or  the  character  of  his  occupancy 
of  said  tracts,  and  hence  there  is  nothing  upon  which  to  base  a  con- 
clusion as  to  whether  a  suit  ought  to  be  instituted  to  set  aside  said 
patent. 

In  conclusion,  I  have  to  advise  you  that  there  is,  in  my  opinion,  noth- 
ing presented  in  the  papers  submitted  to  justify  a  conclusion  differing 
from  that  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Of&ce  to  the  effect 
that  the  occupancy  of  the  tracts  in  question  by  these  Indians  did  not 
constitute  such  claims  as  served  to  except  them  from  the  grant  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company. 

Approved,  December  11, 1897. 
0.  N.  Bliss,  Secretary. 

ALASKAN  IiAin>8-GBECO-RirSSIAK  GHUBGH  I<AimS» 

Opinion. 

All  lands  owned  by  the  Greco-Rnssian  ohnroh  in  Alaska  at  the  time  of  oenion  ooii- 
tinue  to  be  the  property  of  said  cburoh  without  diminntlon  or  enlargement  in 
qnantity.  The  possessory  right  snbsequently  conferred  by  Congrees  doea  not 
affect  lands  owned  by  said  church  at  the  time  of  the  treaty,  but  only  extends  to 
public  lands,  occupied  as  mission  stations  at  the  date  of  such  Congrenioiial 
action,  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  in  uiy  one  tcaot* 
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The  present  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior  Department  over  any  Greco-Riissian  church 
lands,  or  missionary  stations  in  Alaska,  is  limited  to  exclnding  the  same  from- 
entry  and  acquisition  by  others  under  the  mining,  townsite,  or  trade  and  man- 
ufacture laws. 

No  statutory  provision  has  been  made  that  authorizes  any  separate  and  independent 
proceeding  for  the  survey  and  identification  of  the  church  lands  in  Alaska,  the 
ownership  of  which  was  secured  to  the  resident  members  of  the  church  by  the 
treaty  of  cession. 

The  scope  of  paragraph  24,  in  the  amended  departmental  regulations  of  June  3, 
1891,  is  limited  to  the  consideration  of  private  claims,  and  the  claims  of  the 
Greco- Russian  ohurcb;  when  asserted  adversely  to  an  application  to  enter  lands 
for  townsite  purp 

Assistant  Attorney- Oeneral  Van  Devanter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ^ 

December  11^  1897.  (H.  G.) 

I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  reference  dated 
October  28, 1897,  of  papers  relating  to  the  status  of  the  lands  claimed 
by  the  Greco-Russian  church,  in  the  District  of  Alaska,  with  a  request 
for  an  opinion  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office  of  January  19, 1897,  on  survey  number  59,  in 
said  district,  and  also  for  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of 
March  21, 1896,  (22  L.  D.,  330)  in  connection  with  paragraph  24  of  regu- 
lations of  June  3, 1891,  (12  L.  D.,  583)  as  amended  February  17,  1896, 
(22  L,  D.,  119)  to  determine  the  legality  of  such  latter  decision. 

Accompanying  this  reference  is  a  communication  of  September  27, 
1807,  from  the  State  Department  transmitting,  for  the  consideration  of 
this  Department,  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  the  bishop  of  the  Greco-Rus- 
sian church  of  Alaska  and  the  Aleutian  Islands,  which  was  presented 
to  the  State  Department  by  the  Charge  d' Affaires  of  Russia  at  this 
capital. 

The  Bishop  Nicholas,  in  his  letter,  complains  that  certain  property  in 
Alaska  belonging  to  the  orthodox  church  has  been  appropriated  by 
other  parties  in  violation  of  article  11  of  the  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  Russia,  concluded  March  20, 1867,  and  requests: 

« 

1.  That  a  commission  should  be  sent  to  Alaska  to  survey  and  determine  the  bound- 
aries of  the  church  lands. 

2.  That  the  church  should  be  put  in  possession  of  those  lands  at  Unalaska,  Bel- 
kofsk  and  Kadiak,  which  were  recognized  by  Mr.  Jackson  as  corresponding  to  the 
plans  and  descriptions  signed  by  Mr.  Peshtohurof. 

3.  That  the  plan  which  he  submitted  last  year,  concerning  their  possession  at  St. 
MichaePs,  should  receire  the  governiiieut's  sanction. 

The  bishop's  letter  contains  another  ground  of  complaint  which  is 
not  submitted  for  your  consideration  by  the  Department  of  State, 
namely : 

(d)  Lastly^  that  the  Alaska  Trading  Company  should  be  ordered  to  pull  down  such 
of  their  buildings  as  were  placed  on  our  land  after  the  14/26 th  of  July,  1897,  and  to 
move  our  house  back  to  its  old  place,  with  the  alternatlYe  of  paying  us  the  sum  of 
$5,000  for  the  land  nnlawfnlly  taken  from  us. 
2670— VOL  25 3i 
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As  complaints  of  the  nature  of  this  last  one  can  only  be  considered 
by  the  courts  it  was  probably  for  that  reason  eliminated  by  the  Depa^^ 
nient  of  State  from  the  matters  referred  to  this  Department. 

It  appears  that  the  communication  from  the  Department  of  State 
was,  on  September  30, 1897,  referred  by  you  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
(xcneral  Land  Office  for  report  thereon  and  that  on  October  25th  the 
report  of  that  officer  was  received.  In  this  report  the  Commissioner 
Ktates  that  survey  No.  59,  in  Alaska,  applied  for  by  Marcus  E.  SIoss, 
under  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  (26  Stat.,  1095-99)  embracing  109.07 
acres  of  land,  at  St  Michael's,  Alaska,  was  on  January  19, 1897,  sus- 
pended on  account  of  irregularity  in  shape,  since  which  date  no  farther 
action  ha«  been  taken  in  the  premises.  Prior  to  this  action  by  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  it  appears  that,  under  tlate 
of  June  8, 1896,  he  notified  Bishop  Nicholas  that  such  survey  included 
in  its  exterior  boundaries  certain  lands  occupied  by  the  church  at  that 
point,  and  that  the  survey  excluded  only  1.20  acres  around  the  church; 
that  under  section  14  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1891,  ^tipra,  all 
tracts  of  laud,  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  in  any  one 
tract,  occupied  as  missionary  stations  in  the  district  of  Alaska,  were 
excepted  from  entry  under  said  act,  and  the  bishop  was  requested  to 
furnish  the  General  Land  Office 

with  ft  diagram  and  description  showing  such  amount  of  land,  not  exceeding  six 
hundred  and  forty  a<;re8  which  you  (the  bishop)  desire  reserved  for  said  chorch  mt 
St.  Michaels,  that  this  office  (General  Land  Office)  may  haye  same  exoladed  from  the 
claim  of  said  Marcus  E.  Sloss. 

^o  response  appears  to  have  been  made  to  said  letter,  but  the  survey 
having  been  suspended  the  failure  of  the  bishop  to  respond  is  not 
material.  The  suspending  of  the  survey  did  not  in  any  manner  affect 
the  claim  of  the  Greco-Russian  church  but  left  that  matter  wholly 
undecided.  The  letter  of  the  Commissioner  to  the  bishop  does  not  pur- 
port to  be  a  decision,  but  there  is  an  error  therein  which  ou[,ht  not  to 
pass  unnoticed.  Any  claim  of  the  OrecoKussian  church  respecting 
lands  in  Alaska  must  be  either  (1)  a  title  existing  at  the  time  of  and 
protected  by  the  treaty,  or  (2)  a  right  to  possess  and  occupy  public  lands 
as  missionary  stations  under  the  acts  of  Congress  hereinafter  cited. 
Whatever  lands  were  owned  by  the  church  at  the  time  of  the  cession 
continue  to  be  owned  by  it  without  diminution  or  enlargement  in  quan- 
tity, 80  that  the  extent  of  the  claim  at  the  time  of  the  cession  is  its  limit 
now.  Tiie  possessory  right  conferred  by  Congress  does  not  affect  lands 
owned  by  this  church  at  the  time  of  the  treaty  but  only  extends  to 
public  lauds  ''now  occui)ied  as  missionary  stations,"  not  exceeding  six 
hundred  and  forty  acres  in  anyone  tract.  In  the  one  instance  the  claim 
is  limited  to  the  land  owned  at  the  time  of  the  cession,  and  in  the  other 
to  the  land  occupied  for  missionary  stations.  In  neither  Instance  is  the 
extent  of  the  claim  dependent  upon  or  affected  by  the  present  desire 
or  ref[uest  of  the  bishop,  as  seems  to  be  Implied  in  the  letter  of  the 
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Commissioner.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  Greco-Kussian 
church  has  not  asserted  any  claim  to  public  lands  occupied  as  niiHsiou- 
ary  stations,  but  has  entirely  confined  its  claim  to  the  assertion  of  a 
right  and  title  obtained  fiom  Eussia,  and  protected  by  the  treaty. 

If  the  Sloss  survey  had  been  approved  by  the  Commissioner,  Sloss 
would  have  been  required  to  apply,  in  writing,  to  the  proper  officers  in 
Alaska  for  permission  to  make  proof  and  entry  of  the  surveyed  land 
and  to  give  notice  thereof  by  publication,  reciting  the  name  of  the 
applicant,  the  geographical  location  of  the  land,  the  place  and  date  of 
making  proof,  and  the  names  of  four  witnesses  by  whom  it  was  pro- 
posed to  establish  the  right  of  entry.  This  publication  is  made  in  the 
newspaper  nearest  the  land,  and  copies  thereof  must  be  posted  in  con- 
spicuous places  thereon.  Upon  the  day  appointed  for  making  the  proof 
any  person  may  appear  and  protest  against  the  allowance  of  the  entry, 
or  inaugurate  a  contest.  (Departmental  Regulations  20,  22, 12  L.  D., 
583,  590-1).  In  this  manner  any  claim  by  the  church  to  any  part  of  the 
land  included  within  the  application  to  enter  could  be  fully  protected. 
Perhaps  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  by  his  letter  of  notification  to  Bishop  Nicholas,  to  afford  the  lat- 
ter ample  opportunity  to  assert  any  claim  of  the  Greco-Hussian  church 
to  the  tract  then  in  question. 

The  only  legislation  affecting  missionary  stations  in  Alaska  is  found 
in  section  8  of  the  act  of  May  17, 1884,  (23  Stat.,  24)  and  sections  11-14 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  (26  Stat.,  1096).  The  first  act  extended  to 
Alaska  the  laws  of  the  United  States  relating  to  mining  claims,  but 
expressly  withheld  the  general  land  laws  from  operation  therein,  and 
the  second  act  authorized  the  entry  in  that  district  of  lands  for  town- 
sites  and  for  the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture.  Both  statutes  con- 
tained reservations  excepting  from  entry  thereunder  lands  occupied  as 
missionary  stations.    The  reservation  in  the  act  of  1884  reads: 

Provided,  that  the  Indians  or  other  persons  in  said  district  shall  not  be  disturbed 
in  the  possession  of  any  lands  actually  in  their  use  or  occupation  or  now  claimed 
by  them,  but  the  terms  under  which  such  persons  may  acquire  title  to  such  lands 
is  reserved  for  future  legislation  by  Congress.  .  .  .  And  provided  aUo,  That  the 
land  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  at  any  station  now  occupied  as 
missionary  stations  among  the  Indian  tribes  in  said  section,  with  the  improvements 
thereon  erected  by  or  for  such  societies,  shall  be  continued  in  the  occupancy  of  the 
several  religious  societies  to  which  said  missionary  stations  respectively  belong 
until  action  by  Congress. 

And  the  reservation  in  the  act  of  1891  reads: 

And  all  tracts  of  land  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  in  any  one  tract, 
now  occupied  as  missionary  stations  in  said  district  of  Alaska,  are  hereby  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  last  three  preceding  seotions. 

That  the  provisions  of  these  two  statutes  authorizing  the  entry  and 
acquisition  of  land  in  Alaska  are  necessarily  limited  to  public  land,  is 
obvious,  for  the  reason  that  the  United  States  cannot  dispose  of  land 
which  is  not  public.    Any  land,  the  right  and  title  to  which  was 
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aoqaired  from  Eussia  by  the  Oreco-Bussian  charoh  is  not  public  land 
and  is  not  subject  to  entry  or  acquisition  under  these  statutes.  Inde- 
pendently of  these  private  lauds  the  acts  of  1884  and  1891  gave  this 
church  a  possessory  claim  to  such  public  ]ands,  not  exceeding  six  hun- 
dred and  forty  acires  in  any  one  tract,  as  were  then  occupied  by  it  as 
missionary  stations,  but  no  manner  of  securing  title  thereto  has  been 
I>rovided  by  Congress.  The  words  "now  occupied"  in  these  two  stat- 
utes refer  to  the  dates  when  the  same  were  approved  and  hence  only 
reserve  and  protect  such  laud  as  was  then  used  as  missionary  stations. 
Catholic  Bishop  of  Nesqually  v.  Gibbon  (158  U.  S.,  155,  167, 168.) 

The  departmental  decision  of  March  21, 1896,  (22  L.  D.,  330),  takeu 
in  connection  with  paragraph  24  of  the  Regulations  of  June  3, 1891 
(12  L.  D.,  583)  as  amended  February  17, 1896  (22  L.  D.,  119),  appears  to 
have  announced  a  proper  conclusion.  It  is  based  upon  a  former  com- 
plaint of  Bishop  Nicholas,  in  which  he  requested  that  this  Department 
give  orders : 

First.  To  have  the  lands  unlAwfnlly  taken  returned  to  the  orthodox  pariah  in 
Sitka. 

Second.  To  have  a  survey  made  of  aU  the  church  lands  in  Alaska. 

Third.  To  affirm  the  right  of  ownership  of  tlie  parishes  to  their  lands  in  the  sam^ 
manner  as  it  was  given  them  hy  the  Rossian  government  at  the  time  Alaska  was 
transferred  to  the  American  government. 

It  was  said  in  that  decision : 

In  reply  to  the  second  and  third  requests,  it  can  only  he  said  that  Congiess  kfts 
not  provided  any  method  by  which  the  extent  or  title  of  these  claims  can  he  deter- 
mined, and  until  then,  this  Department  can  not  pass  upon  them,  (and  further:)  As 
to  the  inclusion  of  any  church  property  within  the  limits  of  an  executive  reserva- 
tion, it  is  quite  clear  that  the  President  has  the  authority  to  modify  any  order 
reserving  laud  by  reducing  the  limits  of  the  reservation  so  as  to  exclude  that  eno- 
nioiisly  included.  See  opinion  of  Assistant  Attorney  General  Hall,  dated  Fehraaiy 
27, 1896.     (22  L.  D.,  330, 336). 

Referring  to  the  property  of  the  Oreco-Kussian  church  at  Sitka, 
known  as  the  Cathedral  Church  of  St.  Michael  and  the  Church  of  the 
Kesurrection,  the  opinion  of  Assistant  Attorney  General  Hall,  above 
cited,  (unpublished)  says: 

This  property  was  never  delivered  to  the  United  States  as  property  acquired  by 
them  under  the  treaty,  and,  in  my  opinion,  it  should  be  treated  as  the  property  of 
the  Greco- KuBsi an  church,  to  the  extent  that  it  was  set  apart  by  the  commissioners 
hereinafter  referred  to,  pursuant  to  the  treaty  of  1867,  until  Congress  shall  take  some 
action  thereon.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  without  power  to  grant  the  relief . 
asked  for,  as  the  public  surveys  have  never  been  extended  over  Alaska,  and  Con- 
gress has  not  yet  provided  the  means  of  ascertaining  to  what  extent  the  Greco- 
Russian  church  is  entitled  to  property  in  Alaska. 

Present  relief  can  be  granted,  however,  by  the  President;  if  the  ohurch  has  been 
deprived  of  some  of  its  property  by  executive  order,  that  order  can  be  modiiied  so 
as  to  re-instate  the  church  in  possession  of  snch  property  as  was  tamed  over  to  it 
by  the  comiuissioners  aforesaid. 

Thereafter,  (29  Stat.,  883)  the  former  executive  order  of  June  21, 181K), 
was  modified  and  the  reservation  created  thereby  diminished  by  exelnd- 


DECTSrONS    RELATING    TO   THK    PUBLIC    LANDS.  485 

ing  the  property  meutioned  as  belonging  to  the  Greco- Russian  church 
at  Sitka.  The  nature,  extent  and  character  of  this  property  is  set  forth 
in  the  former  departmental  decision  (22  L.  D.,  3^,  332),  and  is  found 
in  inventory  "  B,''  made  by  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  respec- 
tive governments  to  make  the  transfer  of  Alaska  to  the  United  States. 
These  commissioners  furnished  certificates  to  the  persons  holding  prop- 
erty in  fee  simple  at  Sitka,  and  '<  distinguished  between  public  and 
private  property."  Their  duties  were  simply  ministerial,  and  the  mak- 
ing of  these  inventories  was  simply  a  matter  of  convenience  and  a  method 
of  determining  prima  facie  what  property  the  government  should 
approi)riate  to  itself  for  tbe  time  being  and  what  should  be  left  to  the 
individual  proprietors.    Kinkead  v.  United  States,  150  CT.  S.,  483,  494. 

No  other  place  in  Alaska,  except  Sitka,  was  visited  by  the  commis- 
sioners, whose  report  shows  that  fact  and  particularly  that  ^'  Kodiak  " 
was  not  visited  and  that  no  action  was  taken  touching  the  affairs  of 
that  place. 

With  the  exception  of  Sitka,  there  is  not  even  a  prima  facie  finding 
by  these  commissioners  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  property  of  the 
GrecoBuBsian  church  in  Alaska,  although  the  Kussian  commissioner 
did  make  a  report  as  to  the  claims  of  the  church  in  the  settlement  of 
lUuluk,  on  the  Island  of  Onnalashka,  on  June  2-14, 1868,  about  eight 
months  after  the  formal  transfer  of  the  ceded  territory — a  report  in 
which  the  commissioner  of  the  United  States  did  not  join.  This  paper, 
as  Dr.  Jackvson  remarks  in  his  communication  referred  to  in  the  letter 
of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  accompanying  your 
reference,  is  an  indication  of  tbe  land  claimed  by  the  Oriental  Greek 
Church  at  the  time  it  was  made^  but  Dr.  Jackson  states  that  the  land 
claimed  covers  ground  upon  which  stands  the  United  States  custom 
house  and  two  private  residences,  and  that  at  the  time  the  Bussian 
Commissioner  ma<le  the  declaration  for  the  church,  the  lots  so  occupied 
by  the  custom  house  and  these  private  residences  were  occupied  by 
Koh  and  Company,  in  buildings  secured  by  them  from  the  Bussian- 
American  Company. 

The  failure  of  the  commissioners  to  jointly  inventory  or  issue  certifi- 
cates for  church  prox>erty,  at  any  place  other  than  Sitka,  does  not 
defeat  the  claim  of  the  church  to  lands  then  owned  by  it.  In  Einkead 
V,  United  States,  supra^  the  supreme  court  says : 

It  is  quite  clear,  however,  that  it  was  never  intended  to  invest  the  commission- 
ers with  jadioial  power  to  determine  the  title  to  property  in  Sitka;  or  to  pass 
finally  npon  the  question  whether  a  particular  building  passed  under  the  treaty  or 

not The  truth  is,  the  powers  of  the  commissiouers  were  simply  ministerial, 

and  the  making  of  inventories  simply  a  matter  of  convenience,  and  the  method  of 
determiaing  prima  faoie  what  property  the  government  should  appropriate  to  itself 
for  the  time  being,  and  what  should  he  left  to  the  individual  proprietors.  To  treat 
this  inventory  as  binding  either  upon  the  government  or  individuals  would  be  to 
acknowledge  that  the  commissioners  were  invested  with  judicial  powers  to  detennine 
the  title  to  property. 
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Article  II  of  the  treaty  of  cession  contains  the  foJlowing  gnaranty: 

In  the  cession  of  territory  and  dominion  made  by  the  preceding  article  are  inclnded 
the  right  of  property  in  all  public  lota  and  squares,  vacant  lands,  and  all  public 
buildings,  fortifications,  barracks,  and  other  edifices  which  are  not  private  individ- 
ual property.  It  is,  however,  understood  and  agreed,  that  the  churcheo,  which  have 
been  built  in  the  ceded  territory  by  the  Russian  government,  shall  remain  the  prop- 
erty of  such  members  of  the  Greek  Oriental  Church  resident  in  the  territory  u 
may  choose  to  worship  therein.     (15  Stat.,  539,  541.) 

The  present  jurisdiction  of  this  Department  over  any  Greco-Bnssian 
church  lands  or  missionary  stations  in  Alaska,  extends  only  to  excluding 
the  same  from  entry  and  acquisition  by  others  under  the  mining,  town- 
site  and  trade  and  manufacture  laws  aforesaid.  Since  only  public 
lands,  not  otherwise  reserved  by  law,  can  be  disposed  of  under  these 
laws,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  Department  must  in  each  case 
determine  whether  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  is  public  land  and 
whether  it  is  by  law  reserved  for  missionary  stations  or  otherwise.  To 
this  extent,  and  as  a  necessary  incident  or  condition  to  the  allowance 
of  mineral,  town-site,  trade  or  manufacture  entries,  is  the  Department 
now  empowered  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  Greco- Russian  church  in 
Alaska,  whether  it  be  to  church  lands  claimed  in  fee  under  the  treaty 
of  cession  or  to  missionary  stations,  only  the  possession  of  which  is 
clainred  under  the  acts  of  J  884  and  1891. 

There  has  been  no  legislation  authorizing  or  providing  any  separate 
and  independent  proceeding  for  the  surveying  and  identifying  of  the 
church  lands  in  Alaska,  the  ownership  of  which  was  secured  to  the 
resident  members  of  the  church  by  the  treaty  of  cession. 

In  the  report  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OflSce,  refer- 
ring to  the  report  of  Dr.  Jackson  upon  the  claim  of  the  Oriental  Greek 
Church  to  lands  in  Alaska,  appears  this  statement: 

It  would  appear  that  regulations  of  June  8, 1891,  amended  May  6,  1895,  under 
which  Dr.  Jackson  acted,  are  not  in  harmony  with  the  opinion  of  March  21, 1896, 
$upra,  inasmuch  as  said  regulations  require  that  the  board  provided  for  "shall 
inquire  into  the  title  to  the  several  private  land  claims  held  therein  under  Buasiaii 
conveyancoH,  and  to  fix  and  determine  the  proper  metres  and  bounds  of  the  same, 
as  ori|2final]y  granted  and  claimed  at  the  date  of  our  acquisition  of  said  Territ-orj," 
while  the  opinion  holds:  ''That  Congress  has  not  provided  any  method  by  which 
the  extent  or  title  of  these  claims  can  be  determined." 

The  ConimisHioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is  in  error  as  to  the 
scope  of  departmental  regulation  24,  for  it  applies  solely  to  private 
claims  and  the  claims  of  the  Oreco- Russian  church  when  asserts 
adversely  to  an  application  to  enter  lands  for  town-site  purposes. 

The  departmental  decision  of  March  21, 1896,  was  directed,  as  before 
stated,  to  the  request  of  Bishop  Nicholas  on  a  former  occasion  to  have  a 
survey  made  of  all  the  church  lands  in  Alaska,  and  to  affirm  the  right 
of  ownership  of  the  parishes  to  their  lands  in  the  same  manner  as  it 
was  given  them  by  the  Bussian  government  at  the  time  Alaska  was 
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transferred  to  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  it  was  only  in 
reply  to  these  requests  that  it  was  said  that, 

Congress  has  aot  provided  any  method  by  which  the  extent  or  title  of  these  claims 
can  be  determined,  and  nutil  then,  this  Department  can  not  pass  npon  them. 

It  follows,  that  so  far  as  can  be  ascertained  by  the  report  of  the 
Gommissioner  of  the  General  Laud  Office,  his  decision  of  January  19, 
1897,  in  suspending  survey  No.  59,  for  irregularity  in  shape,  does  not 
affect  any  claim  of  the  Greco-Russian  church,  and  that  the  depart- 
mental decision  of  March  21, 1896,  as  applied  to  the  questions  then 
before  the  Department,  and  as  far  as  applicable  to  the  facts  presented 
now,  is  correct. 

No  commission  can  be  appointed  to  survey  and  determine  the  bound- 
aries of  the  church  lands  in  Alaska,  nor  can  any  confirmation  of  exist- 
ing church  title  be  made,  without  further  action  by  Congress. 

If  private  parties  have  wrongfully  encroached  upon  church  lands 
and  have  ousted  the  church  from  the  possession  thereof,  the  Depart- 
ment has  no  authority  or  means  of  restoring  the  physical  possession  to 
the  rightful  owner,  that  being  a  matter  exclusively  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts. 

Approved,  December  11, 1897. 
O.  N.  Bliss,  Secretary. 


PRACTICE-MOTION   FOR  REHEARING. 

Hall  w  Mitchell. 

A  proposition  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  rehearing,  if  one  shonld  be  ordered,  can  not  be  con- 
sidered in  aid  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

A  second  motion  for  a  rehearing  based  npon  the  same  alleged  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence, considered  and  passed  upon  in  the  disposition  of  a  former  motion  for 
rehearing  in  the  same  case,  shonld  not  be  entertained. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  11, 1897.  (O.  J.  W.) 

W.  K  Mitchell,  on  September  19, 1893,  made  homestead  entry  No, 
277,  for  the  NB.  i  of  Sec.  11,  T.  21  N.,  R.  2  E.,  at  Perry,  Oklahoma.  On 
September  27, 1893,  Aurelius  G.  Hall  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry,  alleging  prior  settlement.  On  the  hearing  the  register  and 
receiver  found  in  favor  of  Mitchell.  Your  office,  on  appeal,  reversed 
the  local  office  and  directed  a  division  of  the  land  between  the  parties, 
basing  the  decision  upon  doubt  as  to  who  was  the  first  settler.  From 
this  decision  the  case  came  before  the  Department,  on  appeal  by  both 
parties,  and  on  June  30, 1897,  your  office  decision  was  reversed  and  the 
entry  upheld.    Hall  v.  Mitchell,  24  L.  D.,  584. 
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Hall  filed  separate  motioDS — one  for  review  of  the  last  named  deci- 
sion, and  one  for  rehearing,  based  on  newly  discovered  evidence. 

On  September  27,  1897,  the  motion  for  review  was  denied.  The 
plaintiff  served  copy  of  his  motion  and  affidavits  for  new  trial  on 
defendant,  and  defendant  replied  by  counter-affidavits.  On  examina- 
tion this  motion  was  denied.  (See  25  L.  D.,  294.)  The  plaintiff  has 
filed  what  he  denominates  a  petition  for  the  exercise  of  sapervisory 
authority  and  for  new  trial.  Said  petition  is  substantially  a  second 
motion  for  rehearing,  based  upon  the  same  alleged  newly  discovered 
evidence,  which  was  the  basis  for  the  former  motion. 

An  examination  of  the  record  of  the  former  motion  for  rehearing  on 
file  in  your  office  discloses  the  fact  that  the  affidavits  filed  by  plaintiff 
have  been  detached  and  withdrawn,  and  are  now  the  predicate  for  a 
second  motion.  They  are  not  re-filed  in  support  of  others  filed  for  the 
first  time,  but  are  the  sole  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  the  pending 
petition.  The  only  matter  contained  in  said  petition,  not  heretofore 
presented  and  considered,  is  the  suggestion  that  plaintiff  is  willing,  in 
order  to  obtain  a  rehearing,  to  be  charged  with  the  costs  of  the  same, 
including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  for  defendant,  and  the  further 
suggestion  that  the  former  motion  was  disposectof  without  due  consid- 
eration. 

In  reference  to  the  former  motion,  it  may  be  proper  to  say  that  it  was 
treated  as  a  motion  entertained,  but  denied  on  consideration.  The 
record  was  re-examined  in  connection  with  the  affidavits  filed  by  plain- 
tiff as  newly  discovered  evidence,  and  the  affidavits  filed  by  defendant 
in  response  thereto.  The  conclusion  reached  was  not  inadvertent,  but 
the  legitimate  outcome  of  the  record  facts  as  presented. 

In  reference  to  the  proposition  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  rehearing,  if  the 
Department  should  see  proper  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  do  so,  it  must 
be  held  that  such  proposition  is  not  a  legal  or  proper  ground  for 
rehearing.  Where  the  right  to  such  rehearing  is  shown  to  exist,  it 
should  be  granted  upon  usual  terms,  and  where  proper  and  legal  gronnds 
are  not  shown,  the  motion  should  be  denied  without  reference  to  costs. 

A  second  motion  for  rehearing,  based  upon  the  same  alleged  newly 
discovered  evidence,  considered  and  passed  upon  in  a  former  motion  for 
rehearing  in  the  same  case,  should  not  be  entertained.  The  petition  is 
accordingly  denied. 


PRACTICE-APPEAL-SECOND  CONTBST-SETTLKMKNT-OONrEBarAKT. 

Peyoe  et  al.  v.  Couch. 

In  compnting  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  mast  be  filed  the  day  of  the  eerrice 

of  the  notice  of  decision  must  be  excluded. 
A  second  contest  filed  subject  to  »  pending  suit  abates  in  the  event  of  cancellatloD 

under  the  prior  proceeding' 
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Presence  within  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  (on  railroad  track  adjacent  to  the  land 
claimed)  at  the  hour  of  opening  disqualifies  a  settler  who  goes  upon  the  land  at 
snch  time. 

The  preferred  right  of  a  sneceRsfal  contestant  shonld  not  be  considered  until  such 
right  is  asserted  by  an  application  to  make  entry  thereunder. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commusioner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  11,  1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

August  12, 1896,  you  tmnsniitted  the  appeals  of  David  C.  Pryor, 
Hugh  L,  Ewing  and  John  M.  Couch  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of 
January  28, 1806,  in  the  case  of  David  C.  Pryor  and  others  against 
John  M.  Couch,  involving  lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  7,  8,  and  9,  being  fractional 
parts  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  9,  T.  11  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  land  district, 
Oklahoma  Territory. 

The  record  shows  that,  April  25, 1889,  John  M.  Couch  made  home- 
stead entry  of  the  above  described  tracts :  May  23, 1889,  David  C.  Pryor 
filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry,  charging  the  entryman 
with  premature  and  unlawful  entry  into  the  Territory,  and  asking  that 
said  entry  may  be  canceled  as  to  lots  8  and  9:  June  18, 1889,  Jerome 
Monk  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry:  July  18, 1889, 
James  A.  Kobinson  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest:  July  25, 1889,  James 
Thompson  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest:  July  27,  1889,  Hugh  L.  Ewing 
filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  charging  the  entryman  with  having  entered 
the  Territory  prior  to  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  April  22,  1889,  in  violation 
of  the  President's  proclamation :  August  6, 1889,  Joseph  England  filed 
an  affidavit  of  contest,  charging  that  Couch  entered  the  Territory  prior 
to  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  April  22,  1889,  in  violation  of  the  President's 
proclamation  of  March  23,  1889,  and  that  he  was  thereby  disqualified 
to  make  entry,  and  alleging  that  he  (England)  settled  upon  lots  1, 2, 3, 
and  7  of  said  NE.  J,  on  May  19, 1889,  prior  to  any  settlement  or  resi- 
dence by  the  entryman.  October  3, 1890,  England  filed  a  plea  of  inter- 
vention, and  July  18, 1891,  filed  a  disclaimer  as  to  lots  8  and  9.  The 
motion  to  intervene  was  overruled  by  the  local  officers,  but  their  ruling 
was  reversed  by  your  office  by  letter,  dated  September  30,  1892,  and  it 
was  held  that  to  avoid  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  England's  motion  to 
intervene  should  have  been  allowed,  since  he  alleges  a  prior  right  to 
the  land  as  the  first  legal  settler,  and  the  local  officers  were  directed 
to  order  a  hearing  on  his  allegations,  as  intervener. 

March  9,  1892,  Pryor  filed  a  "cross  complaint"  against  Monk  and 
Thompson,  charging  Monk  with  "soonerism,"  and  that  Thompson  had 
not  made  settlement  on  the  land,  as  alleged. 

A  hearing  was  had,  and  all  the  parties  appeared,  with  the  exception 
of  Robinson,  who  made  default. 

Febnmry  20,  1895,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision,  recom- 
mending that  Couch's  entry  be  canceled.  Couch,  Ewing,  England  and 
Monk  appealed.  Your  office  held  that  as  Thompson  did  not  initiate 
his  contest  within  three  months  from  the  time  he  claimed  to  have  made 
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settlement,  his  contest  should  be  dismissed;  that  Swing's  contest  was 
subject  to  the  final  determination  of  Pryor's,  and  when  Pryor  proved 
the  allegations  of  his  contest  there  was  no  further  necessity  for  Swing's 
contest,  and  that  it  died  by  operation  of  law;  that  England's  settlement 
was  good  as  against  all  the  world,  except  only  the  entryman  and  the 
government.  It  was  further  held  that  Pryor  was  entitled  to  a  prefer- 
ence right  to  lots  8  and  9,  and  Couch's  entry  was  held  for  cancel- 
lation, subject  to  the  superior  rights  of  England  as  to  lots  1, 2, 3,  and  7, 
and  the  rights  of  Pryor  as  to  lots  8  and  9.  Pryor,  Ewing  and  Goucb 
have  appealed  from  your  judgment  to  the  Department, 

The  attorney  for  the  contestee  has  tiled  a  motion  to  dismiss  Swing's 
appeal,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  filed  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  rules  of  practice.  It  appears,  however,  that  the  attorney  for 
Ewing  accepted  service  of  the  decision  of  your  office  May  7, 1896,  when 
the  time  for  filing  an  appeal  began  to  run.  But  that  day  should  be 
excluded  in  computing  the  time,  and  as  the  appeal  was  filed  on  July  6, 
1896,  it  was  filed  within  the  time  required  by  the  rules  of  practice. 
Dober  v,  Campbell  et  aZ.,  17  L.  D.,  139;  McLeod  v.  La  Bock,  18  L.  D-, 
137;  Shields  v.  McDonald,  Id.,  478.  The  motion  to  dismiss  Swing's 
appeal  is  therefore  denied,  and  it  will  be  disposed  of  on  its  merits. 

The  facts  relative  to  Couch's  presence  in  the  Territory  on  the  day  of 
opening  are  not  disputed.  It  is  shown  by  the  testimony  in  behalf  of 
Pryor  that  at  the  hour  of  noon  of  April  22, 1889,  Couch  was  on  the 
track  of  the  Santa  Fe  railroad,  at  a  point  ten  or  eleven  miles  from 
the  nearest  exterior  line  of  the  Territory,  and  where  the  railroad  track 
crosses  a  corner  of  the  land  in  controversy,  and  stepped  from  the  rail- 
road track  upon  said  land.  He  was  clearly  disqualified  to  take  a  home- 
stead in  the  Territory  (Smith  v.  Townsend,  148U.  S.,  490;  Hersheyt?. 
Bickford  et  al.^  23  L.  D.,  522),  and  the  contest  of  Pryor  was  properly 
sustained  by  your  office. 

Your  action  in  dismissing  the  contest  initiated  by  Ewing  subse- 
quently to  Pryor's  contest  is  clearly  correct.  Curtin  et  dl,  v.  Morton, 
22  L.  D.,  91;  Spencer  t?.  Blevins  et  aly  12  L.  D.,  318. 

Pryor,  in  his  appeal,  insists  that  your  office  decision  was  erroneous 
in  consolidating  the  subsequent  contest  of  England  with  his  (Pryor's) 
contest,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  England's  affidavit  that 
he  had  no  settlement  claim  to  the  land  that  would  entitle  him  to  be 
heard,  as  against  the  entry  of  Couch,  upon  his  claim  of  settlement,  and 
that  said  decision  is  erroneous  in  passing  upon  his  (Pryor's)  preference 
right  as  a  successful  contestant,  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  applica- 
tion pending  to  exercise  such  right. 

The  objection  to  your  office  decision  that  the  question  of  Pryor's 
preference  right  of  entry  was  not  in  issue  and  should  not  have  been 
passed  upon  is  well  taken.  That  question  should  not  be  considered 
until  a  preference  right  is  asserted  by  an  application  for  the  land,  when 
the  question  as  to  whether  Pryor  has  waived  his  right,  except  as  to 
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lots  8  and  9,  and  also  England's  claim  to  lots  1,  2,  3  and  7,  ma)^  prop- 
erly be  raised  and  determined.    Maudell  et  al,  v.  Lane,  22  L.  D.,  22^ 
Betts  V.  Shumaker,  21  L.  D.,  461  j  Saunders  v.  Baldwin,  9  L.  D.,  391; 
Moore  v.  Lyon,  4  L.  D.,  393. 
With  these  modifications,  the  decision  appealed  firom  is  affirmed. 


pbtvate  land  claim-sukvjbx 
Heibs  op  Nicholas  Rodriguez. 

An  application  for  the  Barvey  of  lands  alleged  to  be  embraced  within  a  Spanish 
grant  must  be  denied,  where  it  appears  from  the  record  that  the  official  survey 
of  said  grant,  on  which  patent  issued,  was  made  after  due  notice  to  the  parties 
interested,  apparently  followed  the  lines  fixed  by  the  Spanish  authorities,  and 
was  acquiesced  in  for  a  long  term  of  years. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  lly  1897.  (E.  F.  B.) 

Frederick  T.  Laird  claiming  to  represent  the  heirs  of  Nicholas  Rod- 
riguez filed  on  October  21, 1896,  with  the  United  States  surveyor  gen- 
eral at  Tallahassee,  Florida,  an  application  for  survey  of  an  alleged 
unsurveyed  Spanish  concession  embracing  land  situated  on  Anastasia 
Island,  Florida,  in  township  7  south,  range  30  east.  The  application 
was  rejected  by  the  surveyor  general  and  your  office  on  May  6, 1897, 
affirmed  this  action,  from  which  decision  Laird  appealed. 

The  facts  in  relation  to  this  claim  which  control  the  decision  of  the 
Department  must  be  fonnd  in  the  reports  of  the  board  of  land  commis- 
sioners, and  of  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  district  of  East  Florida 
acting  as  commissioners  under  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
February  8, 1827,  (4  Stat.,  202),  and  of  the  subsequent  action  upon  this 
claim  by  Congress  and  the  Executive  Department. 

From  an  examination  of  these  sources  it  appears  that  the  concession 
to  Lorenzo  Kodriguez  was  made  by  Quesada,  military  governor  of 
Florida  in  February,  1793 — and  was  surveyed  by  John  Travers  Sep- 
tember 16, 1804,  for  Lorenzo  Eodriguez. 

The  surveyor  general  of  Florida  submits  with  his  report  upon  the 
rejection  of  this  application  the  following  translation  of  the  return  of 
said  survey. 

Don  Lorenzo  Rodriguez — By  virtne  of  the  commiBsion  which  has  been  conferred 
on  me  by  his  Excellency  Don  Henry  White  political  and  military  governor  of  this 
province,  etc. 

I  certify  that  I  have  measured  and  delineated  to  Don  Lorenzo  Rodrlgnez  a  piece 
of  land  which  contains  a  hundred  acres  situated  in  the  island  of  Saint  Anastasia, 
contiguous  on  the  south  with  the  high  road  which  leads  to  the  tower,  on  the  east 
with  the  quarry  where  stones  are  dug,  north  with  the  shore  and  west  with  the 
saoatal  (a  place  where  grass  grows).  Whose  space  and  demarkations  are  those 
which  the  preceding  plan  denotes  and  wherefore  I  attest  it  in  St.  Augustine,  Florida, 
September  16,  IfiOi. 

Jno.  Travers. 
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The  claim  of  Lorenzo  Bodriguez  was  presented  to  the  board  of  land 
commiRsionera  on  November  24, 1823,  by  Nicholas  Bodriguez  as  shown 
by  the  following  extract  from  the  minutes  of  the  board. 

Nicholas  Rodrigaez  preseDted  his  memorial  to  this  board,  praying  confirmatioB  of 
title  to  one  hundred  acres  of  land  lying  on  St.  Anastasia  island,  with  a  certificate  by 
the  notary  of  the  gOYemment,  stating  that  memorialist  came  into  possession  of  said 
lands  as  one  of  the  'heirs  of  his  deceased  father,  Lorenzo  Rodrignez,  and  dated  the 
26th  of  Febrnary,  1817;  also,  a  certified  copy  of  royal  title  to  Lorenzo  Rodriguez,  by 
Governor  White,  dated  the  9th  of  January,  1805 ;  which  are  ordered  to  be  filed. 

American  State  Papers— D.  G.  Ed.    Vol.  3—677. 

On  Jnne  21, 1824,  Nicholas  Rodriguez  was  permitted  by  the  board  to  withdraw  his 
claim  for  100  acres  on  St.  Anastasia  Island,  for  the  pnrpose  of  amending  the  memorial 
thereof.    American  State  Papers — Vol.  4 — ^261. 

The  minutes  show  that  the  case  of  Bodriguez  was  next  called  on 
September  10, 1824,  and  not  being  prepared  for  trial  was  continued— 
(Vol.  4 — 268)  but  on  the  next  day  (September  11,)  the  case  was  taken 
up  and  confirmed  as  shown  by  the  following  extract  from  the  minutes 
of  the  board.  "Gabriel  W.  Perpall  for  335  acres — Mariano  Berta  for 
166  acres;  same  for  200  acres — Nicholas  Bodriguez  300  acres"  which 
were  confirmed.    American  State  Papers — Vol.  4 — ^268. 

The  minutes  of  September  30, 1824,  show  the  following  action  to  have 
been  taken  in  this  case — 

On  motion  of  the  United  States  Attorney  the  case  of  Nicholas  Rodriguez  for  300 
acres  of  land,  was  opened,  and  ordered  to  stand  oyer  for  farther  investigation. 
American  State  Papers  —Vol.  4 — ^270. 

There  is  no  record  of  any  other  action  on  the  case  by  the  old  board 
of  land  commissioners,  so  far  as  it  appears  from  the  American  State 
Papers — but  after  the  act  of  February  8, 1827,  making  it  the  duty  of 
the  register  and  receiver  of  the  district  of  East  Florida,  to  examine 
and  decide  all  claims  and  titles  to  lands  in  East  Florida  not  theretofore 
decided  by  the  former  board  of  commissioners,  sixteen  cases  which  were 
omitted  from  the  abstracts  of  the  old  board  of  commissioners,  which 
included  the  claim  of  Nicholas  Bodriguez,  were  sent  back  Irora  the 
General  Land  Office  to  the  register  and  receiver  for  their  report. 

On  January  29,  1829,  they  submitted  a  report  of  their  action  on 
private  land  claims  in  said  district,  in  which  was  included  Abstract 
No.  15 — of  sixteen  cases  sent  back  firom  Washington  to  the  register 
and  receiver  for  their  report  embracing  the  claim  of  Nicholas  Rodrigaez. 
Upon  this  claim  they  report  as  follows : 

Qiiesada  conceded  this  land  to  Lorenzo  Bodriguez,  in  February,  1793.  On  the 
death  of  Ivorenzo,  Nicholas,  the  son,  became  the  purchaser;  and  the  petition  and 
sale  of  Lorenzo  was  confirmed  by  an  official  act  of  the  Spanish  government,  on  the 
18th  September  1816.  The  land  was  confirmed  to  the  present  claimant,  by  the  board 
of  land  comniissi oners,  on  the  11th  September,  1824.  It  is  situated  on  Anastasia 
island,  at  a  place  called  Buenavista,  and  on  a  creek  called  Cano  de  Is  Eaoelta^  near 
the  light-house. 

Ameriran  State  Papers— Vol  5—420, 

The  register  and  receiver  did  not  pretend  to  examine  into  the  claim 
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or  to  render  any  decision  thereon  as  to  whether  it  should  or  should  not 
be  coDfirmed,  but  they  merely  reported  it  as  having  been  confirmed  by 
the  board  of  land  commissioners  on  September  11, 1824,  and  omitted 
from  their  abstracts — although  the  minutes  of  that  board  show  that  on 
September  30,  thereafter,  said  case  was  on  motion  of  the  United  States 
Attorney  opened  and  ordered  to  stand  over  for  further  investigation 
and  that  no  action  was  afterward  taken  in  said  case  until  submitted  to 
Congress  by  the  report  above  referred  to. 

If  the  foregoing  abstracts  from  the  minutes  of  the  board  of  land  com- 
missioners show  all  action  taken  by  the  board  on  said  case  it  would 
seem  that  it  was  inadvertently  submitted  to  Congress  for  its  action. 
However,  Congress  by  the  act  of  May  2G,  1830,  (4  Stat.,  406)  took  action 
ui)on  this  rei)ort  and  by  the  first  section  of  said  act  provided : 

That  all  the  claims  and  titles  to  laud  filed  before  the  register  and  receiver  of  the 
laud  office,  acting  as  commissioners,  in  the  district  of  East  Florida,  under  the  quan- 
tity contained  in  one  league  square,  which  have  been  decided  and  recouunended  for 
confirmation,  contained  in  the  reports,  abstracts  and  opinions,  of  said  register  and 
receiver,  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  according  to  law,  and  referred 
by  him  to  Congress,  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  thirty,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  confirmed,  etc. 

Whatever  may  be  the  area  of  this  claim,  it  is  certain  there  was  but 
one  concession  to  Lorenzo  Rodriguez  and  that  was  the  concession  made 
to  him  by  Quesada  in  February,  1793,  which  was  surveyed  by  Travers  for 
Lorenzo  Rodriguez  September  16, 1804,  and  which  after  his  death  passed 
into  the  possession  and  control  of  Nicholas  Rodriguez  by  purchase,  and 
was  confirmed  to  him  September  18, 1816. 

When  the  claim  was  presented  to  the  board  of  land  commissioners  it 
had  been  surveyed,  and  the  surveyor  certified  that  he  had  "measured 
and  delineated"  to  Rodriguez,  a  piece  of  land  which  contains  one  hun- 
dred acres  situated  on  Anastasia  island,  giving  such  definite  boundaries 
that  any  error  in  the  survey,  should  have  been  detected.  No  reason  is 
apparent  why  the  petition  or  memorial  of  claimant  wus  changed  from 
cue  hundred  acres  to  three  hundred.  At  all  events  it  does  not  appear 
that  it  was  the  intention  to  apply  for  confirmation  of  any  other  con- 
cession than  that  made  by  Quesada  in  1793,  and  surveyed  by  Travers 
in  1804.  It  may  have  been  known  that  there  was  a  greater  quantity 
within  the  limits  of  the  Travers  survey  than  one  hundred  acres  and  that 
the  amendment  as  to  quantity  was  made  as  a  precaution  to  cover  the 
full  area  within  the  lines  of  the  survey. 

Nicholas  Rodriguez  in  presenting  his  memorial  to  the  board  for  con- 
firmation of  title  to  one  hundred  acres  of  land  in  Anastasia  island, 
exhibited  with  it  "a  certified  copy  of  a  royal  title  to  Lorenzo  Rodriguez 
by  Governor  White  dated  the  9th  of  January  1806." 

The  records  show  that  the  royal  title  which  was  issued  by  Governor 
White  to  Rodriguez  was  for  the  land  surveyed,  and  that  the  survey  was 
made  to  delineate  and  mark  the  boundaries  of  the  concession  made  to 
Koib*iguez  by  Quesada  in  1793,  as  the  surveyor  states  in  his  returns 
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that  it  was  made  "by  virtue  of  the  commission  which  has  been  con 
ferred  on  me  by  his  ExcelleHcy,  Don  Henry  White,  political  and  military 
governor  of  this  province,  etc." 

Upon  this  theory  the  board  of  commissioners,  had  no  authority  to 
confirm  to  Rodriguez  any  other  land  than  that  embraced  within  the 
limits  of  the  survey,  whatever  may  have  been  the  true  quantity  within 
tbe  boundaries  as  surveyed.  If  the  royal  title  issued  for  the  lands  as 
delineated  and  marked  by  the  survey,  the  grantee  would  be  entitled  to 
all  lands  within  the  boundaries  as  platted  and  returned  by  the  sur- 
veyor, whether  the  quantity  was  greater  or  less  than  that  computed  by 
him,  and  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  a  recommendation  for  confirmation 
of  a  greater  quantity  than  that  embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  a<.'tual 
survey  upon  which  the  royal  title  issued  would  entitle  the  claimant  to 
any  other  greater  quantity  of  land. 

On  the  27th  of  March,  1837,  shortly  after  the  act  of  Congress  con- 
firming this  grant,  Maria  B.  Rodriguez,  the  widow  of  Nicholas  Rodri- 
guez to  whom  the  property  was  devised,  sold  it  to  Elias  B.  Gould  and 
described  it  in  the  deed  as  follows : 

All  that  tract  or  parcel  of  land  situated  in  the  north  west  end  of  Anastasia  island 
and  directly  in  front  of  the  city  of  St.  Augustine  consisting  of  one  hundred  acres— 
more  or  less,  being  the  same  land  that  is  described  in  a  concession  from  the  Spanish 
government  to  Lorenzo  Rodriguez  on  the  16th  day  of  February,  1793,  and  which  was 
surveyed  by  John  Travers  in  1804,  by  order  of  the  Spanish  government  and  at  that 
time  confirmed  by  royal  title  by  Governor  White. 

The  significance  of  this  admission  is  that  it  corroborates  the  state- 
ment that  the  concession  by  Quesada  in  1793,  was  the  same  laud,  that 
was  surveyed  by  Travers  in  1804,  upon  which  the  royal  title  issued  and 
that  it  was  the  land  confirmed  to  Rodriguez  as  there  is  no  evidence 
whatever  of  any  other  grant  to  him. 

This  claim  was  surveyed  in  1850,  by  Depnty  Surveyor  A.  M.  Ran- 
dolph, who  was  instructed  to  circulate  as  extensively  as  practical  notice 
of  his  contemplated  surveys,  and  that 

when  any  of  those  claims  are  based  npon  Spanish  surveys  which  may  becoufirroeil  to 
the  full  extent  by  act  of  Congress  or  surveys  confirmed  by  final  decrees  of  coart,  yon 
will  locate  them  with  strict  conformity  to  those  surveys. 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever,  except  the  uncorroborated  statement 
of  ai)plicant's  attorney  that  his  survey  was  not  made  in  full  compliance 
with  his  instructions  or  that  the  lines  of  the  Travers  survey  were  not 
followed  and  retraced.  The  mere  fact  that  his  computation  of  the  area 
showed  it  to  contain  126.40  acres,  does  not  impeach  the  correctness  of 
his  survey,  because  as  stated  by  the  surveyor  general  in  his  report 
usually  the  United  States  surveys  differ  in  acreage  from  the  Spanish 
surveys,  and  sometimes  much  greater  than  in  this  case. 

The  claim  now  asserted  for  the  first  time  that  this  concession  was  for 
300  acres  <<  distinguished  in  Spanish  lines  in  two  parts,"  of  which  one 
portion  was  surveyed  ui>on  which  the  royal  title  issued  and  that  title 
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to  the  remaiDing  portion  had  been  deferred  for  uses  and  occasions 
detailed  in  the  Spanish  archives  is  not  supported  by  the  record. 

On  April  14, 1894,  a  patent  issued  in  conformity  to  the  Randolph 
survey,  upon  the  application  of  the  attorney  for  claimants  in  this  appli- 
cation and  no  question  was  then  raised  as  to  the  correctness  of  that 
Borvey.  The  reasons  for  the  rejection  of  this  application  are  presented 
with  great  force  in  the  closing  paragraphs  of  the  report  of  the  sur- 
veyor-general of  Florida,  in  which  he  says: 

This  claim  was  surveyed  forty-six  years  ago,  and  for  that  length  of  time  the  snr- 
vAy  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  all  parties,  the  record  appears  to  show  that  all  parties 
interested  had  due  notice  of  the  survey  bein<;  made,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof  to 
the  contrary  it  wonid  appear  that  the  survey  was  satisfactory  to  the  interested 
parties  who  were  contemporary  with  the  survey,  and  patent  for  said  claim  issued 
April  14,  1894. 

A  great  many  of  the  statements  of  the  applicant  are  disproved  by  the  record, 
other  statements  are  not  verified,  and  consequently  his  deductions  therefrom  are 
either  erroneous  or  of  no  effect  in  disproving  the  record;  and  do  not  show  sufficient 
reasons  for  a  new  survey  of  this  concession. 

This  claim  has  been  fully  satisfied  by  the  patent  issued  April  14, 1894, 
and  your  decision  affirming  the  action  of  the  surveyor  general  rejecting 
this  application  is  affirmed. 


MINING  CLAIM— PROTEST— ADVERSE— CO-OWNEB, 

Thomas  bt  al.  v.  ELLiNa. 

If  the  protest  filed  against  a  mineral  applicatioo,  does  not  present  such  a  claim  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  it  should  not  be  treated  as  an  adverse;  and  the 
fact  that  suit  thereon  has  been  commenced  in  the  courts  will  not  require  the 
Land  Department  to  recognize  the  claim  as  an  adverse  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law. 

A  protest  based  on  alleged  co-ownership  is  uot  an  adverse  claim  that  requires  the  insti- 
tution of  judicial  proceedings  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction ;  but  the  Laud 
Department  may  await  the  result  of  proceedings  so  begun  in  such  a  case  before 
giving  further  consideration  to  the  protest. 

The  oaeee  of  Grampian  Lode,  1  L.  D.,  544;  Lucy  B.  Hussey  Lode,  5  L.  D..  93;  Muni- 
tor  Lode,  18  L.  D.,  358,  overruled. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Decembet 
(W.  V.  D.)  13,  1897.  (F.  W.  0.) 

It  appears  that  Henry  Elling  made  application  for  patent  for  the 
Spratt  lode  mining  claim,  survey  No.  47(36,  Helena,  Montana,  land 
district,  on  February  29,  1896,  and  during  the  period  of  publication 
William  H.  Thomas  and  the  Lillian  Mining  Company  filed  a  protest 
and  adverse,  alleging  conflict  with  the  Bullion  lode.  On  the  same  day 
Thomas,  for  himself,  the  Lillian  Mining  Company  and  Minnie  Spratt, 
minor  heir  of  James  G.  Spratt,  filed  protest  and  alleged  adverse,  stat- 
ing that  they 

are  the  owners  of  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  an  undivided  one-half  interest  in 
and  to  the  Spratt  lode  mining  claim,  described  in  said  application. 
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Tlie  receiver  of  the  local  oflfice,  under  date  of  April  23,  1896^  reports 
that: 

Sabse({aeQtl3%  W.  A.  Clark,  Esq.,  counsel  for  Henry  Elling,  the  inmeral  applicant, 
forwarded  to  this  office  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  aforesaid  adverse  claims,  for  varioai 
reasons  set  out  in  the  motiou  filed  by  him.  These  papers  were  received  in  this  office 
March  20,  1896,  and  instead  of  rejecting  the  motion  formally  the  papers  were 
returned  to  Mr.  Clark  by  the  register,  with  the  statement  that  the  adverse  claims 
having  been  tiled,  the  same  could  not  now  be  dismissed,  but  that  the  qnestion  of 
ownership  of  the  ground  involved  must  be  settled  in  the  courts.  From  this  action 
the  mineral  applicant  appeals. 

On  March  31, 1897,  there  were  filed  certificates  of  the  clerk  of  the 
district  court,  showing  that  suit  had  been  brought  on  each  of  the 
alleged  adverse  claims  so  filed. 

Your  ofiice,  by  letter  of  Juue  15, 1896,  afiirined  the  action  of  the  local 
office,  and  in  passing  on  the  question  said: 

I  do  not  deem  it  expedient  to  discuss  the  numerous  points  of  error  suggested  by 
counsel  in  support  of  the  appeal. 

Adverse  claims  having  been  tiled  and  suits  thereon  instituted  as  would  appear 
within  the  period  prescribed  by  law,  and  there  is  in  the  record  nothing  to  contra- 
dict this  conclusion,  the  Department  has  lost  jurisdiction,  and  no  farther  steps  can 
be  taken  until  the  suits  in  court  have  been  terminated  and  proper  evidence  thereof 
filed.    2  L.  D.,  704;  11  L.  D.,  391. 

The  mineral  claimant  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  error  as 
follows : 

I.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  the  affidavit  filed  in  the  local  office  by  Thomas  et  al., 
was  an  adverse  claim  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  Section  2326,  U.  S.  Revised 
Statutes, 

II.  It  was  error  to  hold  that  the  mere  fact  that  suit  had  been  instituted  based 
upon  the  allegations  made  in  said  affidavit  filed  by  Thomas  et  al.  deprives  the  Land 
Department  of  jurisdiction  to  dismiss  said  affidavit  from  consideration  as  an  adverse 
claim,  when  in  fact  said  affidavit  lacks  every  essential  required  of  an  adverse  claim. 

III.  Error  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  in  ignoring  and  flatly  refusing  to  fol- 
low the  statement  of  law  made  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
case  of  Turner  r.  Sawyer,  150  U.  S.,  578,  and  in  proceeding  to  decide  this  matter  in 
disregard  thereof. 

Notwithstanding  the  local  office  and  your  office  seem  to  have  treated 
the  motion  to  dismiss  the  protest  and  adverse  as  though  addressed  to 
both,  yet  no  question  as  to  the  Bullion  adverse,  as  I  understand  it,  ia 
raised  by  either  of  the  appeals,  and  the  sole  issue  is  as  to  the  one  filed 
by  Spratt  et  al.^  wherein  it  is  alleged  that  the  protestants  own  an 
undivided  half  interest  in  the  Spratt  lode. 

The  statute  referred  to,  so  far  as  applicable  to  the  question  at  issue, 
reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  2326.  Where  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  during  the  period  of  publication,  it 
shall  be  upon  the  oath  of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,  and  shall  show  the 
nature,  boundaries,  and  extent  of  such  adverse  claim,  and  all  proceedings,  except 
the  publication  of  notice  and  making  and  filing  of  the  affidavit  thereof  shaU  be 
stayed  until  the  controversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  b;  a  court  of  compc- 
tent  jurisdiction,  or  the  tidverse  claim  waived.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  adveme 
claimant,  within  thirty  days  after  filing  his  claim,  to  commence  proceedings  in  a 
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oonrt  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  determine  the  qaestion  of  the  ri^ht  of  possession, 
and  prosecate  the  same  with  reasonable  diligence  to  final  judgment;  and  a  failure 
to  so  do  shall  be  a  waiver  of  his  adverse  claim. 

Where  an  adverse  claim,  mch  as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute,  is  filed 
imd  suit  is  institated  thereon  in  accordance  with  the.  terms  of  section 
2326,  B.  S.,  the  proceedings  upon  the  mineral  application  are  stayed  or 
suspended  during  the  pendency  of  that  suit.  If  the  protest  so  filed 
does  not  present  such  a  claim  as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute,  it 
should  not  be  treated  as  an  adverse,  and  the  fact  that  suit  has  been 
commenced  thereon  in  a  court,  does  not  require  the  Land  Department 
to  recognize  the  claim  as  an  adverse  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  Department  does  not  understand  that  a  different  ruling  from 
this  has  heretofore  prevailed;  certainly  not  to  any  considerable  extent. 
Generally  speaking,  the  cases  wherein  the  doctrine  stated  by  your 
office  has  been  announced,  were  cases  where  proper  adverse  claims 
had  been  filed.  This  is  especially  true  of  the  cases  cited  in  your  office 
decision. 

But  the  contention  here  is  that  the  protest  in  question,  which  simply 
alleges  ownership  by  the  protestants  of  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
lode  claim  applied  for,  is  not  such  an  adverse  claim,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  as  operated  to  suspend  proceedings  in  the  Department. 
The  abstract  of  title  of  the  Spratt  lode,  filed  with  the  application  for 
patent,  would,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  seem  to 
show  full  title  in  the  applicant,  EUing;  but  the  protest,  filed  as  an 
adverse,  alleges  a  joint  ownership  of  that  lode  by  the  protestants  and 
Elling, 

and  that  several  of  the  instruments  appearing  of  record  in  the  county  recorder's 
office  of  said  Madison  county,  State  of  Montana,  and  shown  in  part  on  the  abstract 
of  title  hereto  attached,  and  purporting  to  demonstrate  that  Henry  Klling  is  the 
sole  owner  of  the  said  Spratt  lode  mining  claim,  are  wrong,  and  willful  misrepre- 
sentations, and  are  of  no  force  or  effect. 

If  Elling  be  not  the  sole  owner,  it  follows  that  he  is  not  entitled  to 
patent  in  his  individual  name. 

The  Department  has  heretofore  held  that  "a  co-owner  objecting  to 
the  issue  of  a  patent  must  protect  his  rights  under  the  form  of  pro- 
cedure provided  for  an  adverse  claimant."  (Lucy  B.  Hussey  Lode,  5 
L.  D.,  93;  Grampian  Lode,  1  id.,  544;  Monitor  Lode,  18  id.,  358);  but 
it  is  now  insisted  that  this  rule  of  the  Department  has  been  reversed 
by  the  supreme  court  in  Turner  v.  Sawyer  (150  U.  S.,  578).  This  was 
an  action  brought  by  Sawyer — a  co-owner — against  Turner  et  al,,  to 
have  Turner  declared  the  trustee  of  Sawyer  of  an  interest  in  the  "Wal- 
lace Lode,"  which  had  been  patented  to  Turner.  The  interest  of 
Sawyer  grew  out  of  proceedings  somewhat  similar  to  those  in  the  case 
at  bar,  so  far  as  action  was  had  under  Sec.  2324.  On  page  586,  the 
court  say: 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  Sawyer  is  precluded  from  maintaining  this  bill  by 
the  fact  that  he  filed  no  adverse  claim  to  the  lode  in  question  under  Rev.  Stat.,  2325. 
2670— VOL  25 32* 
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This  sectioQ  declares  that  ''if  no  adverse  claim  shall  have  been  filed  with  the 
register  and  receiver  of  the  proper  land  office  at  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days  of 
publication''  of  notice  of  application  for  patent,  ''it  shall  be  assumed  that  the 
applicant  is  entitled  to  a  patent,  upon  the  payment  to  the  proper  officer  of  five  dol- 
lars per  acre,  and  that  no  adverse  claim  exists;  and  thereafter  no  objection  ^m 
third  parties  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent  shall  be  heard,  except  it  be  shown  that  the 
applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  this  chapter."  By  2326,  "where 
an  adverse  claim  is  filed  during  the  period  of  publication,  it  shall  be  upon  oath  of 
the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,  and  shall  show  the  nature,  boundaries,  and 
extent  of  such  adverse  claim,''  etc.  In  this  ease  there  was  no  conflict  between  dif- 
ferent locators  of  the  same  land,  and  no  contest  with  regard  to  boundaries  or  extent 
of  claim,  such  as  seems  to  be  contemplated  in  these  provisions.  Turner  did  not 
claim  a  prior  location  of  the  same  lode,  and  made  no  objection  to  the  boundaries  or 
extent  of  Sawyer*s  claim,  but  asserted  that  he  had  acquired  Sawyer's  title  by  legal 
proceedings.  The  propriety  of  such  claim  was  not  a  question  whioh  seems  to  have 
been  contemplated  in  requiring  the  "adversing"  of  hostile  claims. 

It  is  clearly  apparent  that  the  court  has  here  annoanced  a  doctrine 
that  is  the  reverse  of  that  heretofore  held  by  the  Department.  The 
ruling  of  the  court  is  binding  upon  and  must  become  the  ruling  of  the 
Department. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  protest  in  question  is  not  such  a  one  as 
can  be  recognized  as  an  adverse  claim  necessitating  the  institution  of 
proceedings  thereon,  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  Land  Department,  excepting  in  controversies  referred  to 
the  courts  by  the  statute,  to  determine  before  issuance  of  patent  whether 
the  applicant  is  entitled  thereto,  and  the  fact  that  such  controversies 
may  be  litigated  in  the  courts  after  issuance  of  patent  does  not  relieve 
the  Department  of  its  duty  in  the  premises.  Where  the  matter  has 
already  been  decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  the  question 
may  arise  whether  such  a  decision  is  conclusive  upon  the  Department, 
but  without  deciding  that  question  it  seems  clear  that  where  the  dis- 
pute does  not  involve  the  character  of  the  land,  or  the  qualifications  of 
the  entryman,  or  his  compliance  with  the  law  under  which  title  is 
sought,  the  Department  may  properly  accept  and  follow  the  judgment 
of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  determining  as  between  contend- 
ing parties  their  respective  rights  to,  and  interests  in,  the  land  in  con- 
troversy. The  Department  is  not  required  to  await  the  bringing  of 
suit,  because  it  is  not  so  provided  in  the  statute  and  because  there  is 
no  obligation  upon  either  party  to  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  as 
there  is  in  the  instance  of  an  adverse  claim.  Here  suit  has  been  insti- 
tuted in  the  local  court  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  question  of  joint 
ownership.  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  may  exist  even  though 
not  recognized  by  sections  2325  and  2326.  The  Land  Department  may 
therefore  well  await  the  result  of  that  suit  before  giving  further  oon- 
Rideratioii  to  the  protest. 

Tlie  said  Grampian  Lode,  Lucy  B.  Hussey  Lode,  Monitor  Lode  and 
all  other  cases  in  conflict  herewith  are  therefore  overruled. 
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Labatkb  v.  Bobobds. 

Motion  for  reyiew  of  departmental  decision  of  September  3^  1897, 
25  L.  D.,  207,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  December  13, 1897. 


JTTBISDICnON-StnPEItVISOItT  ATJTHORITr. 

UrooN  Paoipio  R.  R.  Co.  bt  ax.  v.  Stewabt  bt  aIn 

The  Land  Department  may  on  its  oivn  motion,  for  the  protection  of  apparent 
equities,  and  after  due  notice  to  all  parties,  reopen  an  adjudicated  case  for 
further  consideration,  where  the  land  involved  appears  vacant  on  the  records. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Lcmd  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  13,  1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  letter  ''F'^  of  K*ovember  19, 1897,  call- 
ing attention  to  departmental  decision  of  April  13, 1892  (not  reported), 
in  the  matter  of  the  case  of  the  Central  Branch  of  the  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  and  Arnold  Parli  v.  John  B.  Stewart,  Mathew  H. 
Wymore  and  The  St.  Joseph  and  Denver  City  Railway  Company, 
involving  the  E.  J  of  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  1  K,  R.  11  B.,  Lincoln 
land  district,  ^Nebraska. 

This  tract,  it  appears,  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the 
act  of  Jaly  2,  1864  (13  Stat.,  366),  for  the  Central  Branch  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad,  as  shown  by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed  on 
March  6, 1866.  It  is  also  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the 
act  of  July  23, 1866  (14  Stat.,  210),  for  the  St  Joseph  and  Denver  City 
Railway  Company,  as  shown  by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed 
March  28, 1870. 

The  case  as  before  considered  by  this  Department  arose  upon  the 
offer  of  proof  by  John  B.  Stewart  upon  his  homestead  entry  made 
August  6, 1887,  covering  this  land. 

Mathew  H.  Wymore  had,  on  September  16, 1887,  tendered  a  home- 
stead application  for  this  tract,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers; 
from  which  action  he  duly  appealed. 

On  February  21, 1888,  Arnold  Parli,  claiming  to  have  purchased  the 
land  from  the  Central  Branch  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
applied  to  purchase  the  tract  under  the  provisions  of  section  five  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556). 

Upon  the  consideration  of  the  claims  of  the  several  parties  and  the 
grantee  companies,  your  office  decision  of  November  20, 1890,  rejected 
the  claim  of  the  Central  Branch  of  the  Union  l*acific  Railroad  Com- 
pany, held  the  entry  by  Stewart  for  cancellation,  rejected  the  appli- 
cations of  Wymore  and  Parli,  and  held  that  the  tract  inured  to  the 
St.  Joseph  and  Denver  City  Railway  Company  under  its  grant.  From 
said  decision  the  Central  Branch  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany, Parli,  Stewart  and  Wymore  all  appealed  to  this  Department. 
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The  record  as  presented  shows  that  one  Samuel  Snooks  made  home- 
stead entry  of  this  tract  on  January  16, 1865,  which  entry  was  canceled 
on  October  23,  1866. 

At  the  time  of  the  consideration  of  this  case  before  by  the  Depart- 
ment, to  wit,  April  12,  1892,  it  was  the  accepted  rule  of  adjustment 
that  the  condition  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  definite  location  alone 
determined  the  company's  rights  under  its  grant,  without  regard  to 
its  condition  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  making  the  grant; 
so  that  your  office  decision  was  affirmed  because  the  tract  in  question 
appeared  to  have  been  free  from  claim  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
map  of  definite  location  by  the  St.  Joseph  and  Denver  City  liailway 
Company.  It  was  noted,  however,  that  on  February  16,  1885,  Parh 
purchased  this  tract  from  the  Central  Branch  of  the  Union  Padfic 
Railroad  Company,  believing  the  tract  to  be  covered  by  said  grant 
This  was  two  years  before  the  tender  of  the  homestead  applications  by 
Stewart  or  Wymore,  and  it  was  therefore  held  that: 

Parli,  if  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  if  his  intention  had  been  declaied  to 
become  a  citizen,  woald  be  in  a  position  to  be  entitled  to  purchase  the  tract  under 
said  section  5,  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  bis  application  to  purchase, 
the  Government  did  not  own  the  tract,  in  fact  it  has  had  no  title  thereto  since  March 
28,  1870,  when  the  line  of  St.  Joseph  and  Denver  City  Railroad  was  definitely 
located. 

Your  letter  of  November  19, 1897,  calls  attention  to  the  decision  of 
the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Bardon  v.  I^orthern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  (145  T7.  S.,  535),  decided  May  16,  1892,  subsequent  to  the 
decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  under  consideration,  in  which 
it  was  held : 

The  grant  is  of  alternate  sections  of  pnblio  land,  and  by  public  land,  as  it  has  long 
been  settled,  is  meant  snch  land  as  is  open  to  sale  or  other  disposition  under  general 
laws.  All  land,  to  which  any  claims  or  rights  of  others  hare  attached,  do  not  &U 
within  the  designation  of  public  land.  The  statute  also  says  that  whenever,  prior 
to  the  definite  location  of  the  route  of  the  road,  and  of  course  prior  to  the  grant 
made,  any  of  the  lands  which  would  otherwise  fall  within  it  have  been  granted,  sold, 
reserved,  occupied  by  homestead  settlers,  or  pre-empted  or  otherwise  disposed  of, 
other  lands  are  to  be  selected  in  lieu  thereof  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Int<)rior.  There  would  therefore  be  no  question  that  the  pre-emption  entry  by 
the  heirs  of  Robinson,  the  payment  of  the  sums  due  to  the  government  having  been 
made,  as  the  law  allowed,  by  them  after  his  death,  took  the  land  from  the  operation 
of  the  subsequent  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  if  the  pre-emption 
entry  had  not  been  subsequently  canceled.  But  such  canceUation  had  not  been 
made  when  the  act  of  Congress  granting  land  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany was  passed ;  it  was  made  more  than  a  year  afterwards.  As  the  land  pre-empted 
then  stoo<l  on  the  records  of  the  Laud  Department,  it  was  severed  from  the  mass  of 
the  public  lands,  and  the  subsequent  cancellation  of  the  pre-emption  entry  did  not 
restore  it  to  the  public  domain  so  as  to  bring  it  under  the  operation  of  previous  leg- 
islation, which  applied  at  the  time  to  land  then  public.  The  cancellation  only 
brought  it  within  the  category  of  public  land  in  reference  to  future  legislation. 
This,  as  we  think,  has  long  been  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  court. 

Said  letter  states  that  the  case  under  consideration  has  been  dnlv 
closed  and  that  no  action  has  been  taken  by  any  of  the  parties  in  interest 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    THE    PUBLIC    LANDS.  501 

looking  to  the  re-opening  of  the  same,  but  as  several  parties,  strangers 
to  the  record,  have  inquired  of  your  office  as  to  the  status  of  said  tract, 
wliich  now  appears  vacant  upon  the  records,  in  view  of  Parli's  equities 
you  request  sncli  instructions  as  the  Department  "may  deem  suitable 
to  the  occasion.^ 

It  would  appear,  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  court  referred  to,  that 
the  tract  in  question  was  excepted  from  the  grant  for  the  St.  Joseph 
and  Denver  City  Railway  Company,  and  so  far  as  the  record  before  me 
shows  there  would  appear  now  to  be  no  objection  to  allowing  the  appli- 
cation to  purchase  made  by  Parli.  The  parties  are  none  of  them,  how- 
ever, before  the  Department,  and  in  order  that  the  matter  may  be  duly 
presented  and  all  parties  be  given  an  opportunity  to  make  a  showing 
in  support  of  their  claimed  interests,  you  are  instructed  to  re-transmit 
the  record  in  this  case  with  such  recommendation  thereon  as  you  deem 
proper  in  view  of  the  decision  referred  to,  and  that  all  parties  be  duly 
notified  thereof  and  advised  that  the  case  will  await  action  by  the 
Department  for  a  period  of  sixty  days,  during  which  time  they  may 
make  any  showing  desired.  At  the  expiration  of  that  time  the  matter 
will  be  taken  up  for  re-adjudication,  in  the  light  of  the  decision  of  the 
court,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  supra. 


Northern  Pacipic  li.  R.  Co. 

Application  for  the  suspension  of  action  looking  to  the  disposal  of 
lands  listed  and  selected  on  account  of  the  Northern  Pacilic  grant,  east 
of  the  terminus  established  by  the  departmental  decision  of  April  27, 
189G,  23  L.  D.,  204,  denied  by  Secretary  BUss,  December  13, 1897. 


TIMBER  CUI^TUUE  ENTRY- EQUITABLE  ACTION— ADVERSE  CLAIM. 

Milne  r.  Thompson. 

Failare  to  submit  liual  proof  oii  a  timber  culture  entry,  withiu  the  statutory  period, 
is  no  bar  to  tbe  equitable  confirmation  of  the  entry,  if  the  debiy  is  satisfactorily 
explained ;  and  such  right  is  not  defeated  by  an  intervening  contest  base<l  only 
on  the  default  of  the  entryman  in  the  matter  of  making  final  proof. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  13,  1897.  (G.  J.  G.) 

On  December  21, 1881,  Andrew  Thompson  made  timber  culture  entry 
for  the  N  W.  i  of  Sec.  22,  T.  112  N.,  K.  67  W.,  Huron  land  district,  South 
Dakota. 

On  July  2, 1895,  Una  H.  Milne  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Thompson,  alleging  that  he  had  failed  to  submit  final  proof  within 
thirteen  years  from  the  date  of  his  entry.  On  the  following  day 
Thompson  was  personally  served  with  notice  that  a  hearing  would  be 
had  September  5, 1895. 
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On  September  3, 1895,  Thompson  offered  his  final  proof  which  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  because  a  contest  was  pending  and  the 
proof  was  made  before  the  hearing  was  had. 

On  September  30, 1895,  the  hearing  having  been  had  at  the  appointed 
time  with  both  parties  present,  the  local  officers  rendered  decision  in 
which  they  recommended  the  cancellation  of  Thompson's  entry  for  fail 
ure  to  submit  final  proof  within  thirteen  years  as  alleged. 

On  October  4, 1895,  Thompson  appealed  from  the  rejection  by  the 
local  officers  of  his  final  proof,  and  on  November  5, 1895,  &om  their 
decision  recommending  the  cancellation  of  his  entry. 

On  April  2, 1896,  your  office,  in  passing  upon  both  appeals,  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  local  officers  as  to  the  rejection  of  Thompson's  final  proof^ 
but  reversed  their  action  as  to  the  cancellation  of  his  entry.  The  con- 
testant has  now  appealed  from  your  said  office  decision  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

Your  office  found  that  Thompson  had  not  offered  his  final  proof  within 
thirteen  years  from  the  date  of  his  entry,  but  held  that  under  the  deci- 
sion in  the  case  of  Pattin  v.  Smith  (21  L.  D.,  315)  he  had  not  thereby 
forfeited  his  right  to  the  land.    The  syllabus  of  that  case  is  as  follows: 

A  charge  of  failnre  to  submit  final  proof  nnder  a  timber  cultare  entry  within  the 
statutory  life  of  the  eutry,  must  fail  where  it  appears  that  under  the  extension  of 
time  authorized  by  the  act  of  May  20, 1876,  the  entryman  is  not  in  default. 

It  appears  that  Thompson  made  applications  during  the  years  of 
1884, 1885, 1886  and  1887,  for  extension  of  time,  alleging  compliance 
with  law  in  the  matters  of  planting  and  cultivation  but  that  by  reason 
of  destruction  by  drouth,  hail  and  prairie  dogs  he  was  unable  to  secure 
the  growth  of  the  required  number  of  trees.  It  does  not  appear  whether 
these  applications  were  allowed  or  rejected.  It  was  the  opinion  of  your 
office,  however,  that  as  they  were  placed  on  record  by  the  local  officers, 
and  as  the  record  does  not  show  that  they  were  refused,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  they  were  allowed.  Hence  your  office  held  that  the  four 
years  of  extension  allowed  would  give  Thompson,  under  the  case  cited, 
until  December  1898,  to  make  his  final  proof. 

The  first  section  of  the  a<5t  of  May  20, 1876,  (19  Stat.,  54)  provided 
that — 

The  time  allowed  by  this  act  in  which  to  plant  the  trees  and  make  final  proof  shall 
be  extended  the  same  number  of  years  as  the  trees  planted  on  said  claim  were 
destroyed  in  the  manner  specified  in  this  section. 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  above  act  provided  for  an  extension  of  time 
within  which  to  make  final  proof  as  well  as  to  replant  the  trees.  As 
Smith's  entry,  in  the  case  cited  by  your  office,  was  made  in  the  year 
1875,  he  was  entitled  to  the  provision  of  said  act.  But  the  act  of  June 
14,  1878,  (20  Stat.,  113),  nnder  which  Thompson  made  his  entry  and 
which  repealed  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  in  conflict  therewith,  contains 
no  provision  for  an  extension  of  time  beyond  the  statutory  period 
within  which  to  submit  final  proof.    Hence  the  case  cited  is  not  appli- 
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cable  to  the  one  now  under  consideration.  This  conclusion  is  in  har- 
mony with  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Morris  Collar  (13  L.  D.,  339)  and 
other  cases,  wherein  it  was  held  (syllabus) — 

The  timber  culture  act  does  not  contemplate  an  extension  of  the  statutory  period 
within  which  final  proof  is  req aired  bat  proof  submitted  after  the  expiration  of  said 
period,  either  under  the  act  of  1878,  or  the  commutation  clause  of  section  1,  act  of 
March  3,  1891,  will  receive  due  consideration. 

Section  2457  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  defines  the  circumstances  under 
which  entries  may  be  submitted  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication, 
as  follows: 

Where  the  law  has  been  substantially  complied  with,  and  the  error  or  irregularity 
arose  from  ignorance,  accident,  or  mistake,  which  is  satisfactorily  explained;  and 
where  the  rights  of  no  other  claimant  or  pre-emptor  are  prejudiced,  or  where  there 
is  no  adverse  claim. 

See  also  Eule  33  of  circular  of  April  10, 1890,  (10  L.  D.,  503). 

Thus  failure  to  submit  final  proof  within  the  statutory  period  is  no 
bar  to  the  equitable  confirmation  of  a  timber  culture  entry  where  the 
delay  is  satisfactorily  explained;  and  this  notwithstanding  an  inter- 
vening contest  alleging  only  such  failure.  Timpson  v.  Longnecker 
(22  L.  D.,  59). 

Thompson's  final  proof  shows  that  he  complied  in  good  faith  with  the 
terms  of  the  timber  culture  law,  and  any  failure  to  secure  the  requisite 
growth  of  trees  was  due  to  their  destruction  by  drouth,  hail  and  prai- 
rie dogs,  as  previously  set  out  herein.  The  contest  affidavit  contains 
no  allegation  of  bad  faith  in  the  matters  of  planting  and  cultivation, 
it  being  directed  solely  to  Thompson's  failure  to  offer  his  final  proof 
within  thirteen  years;  information  which  was  already  a  matter  of  rec- 
ord in  the  local  office.  In  explanation  of  his  said  failure  Thompson 
states  that  he  construed  the  several  extensions  granted  him  to  have 
the  effect  of  extending  his  time  beyond  the  thirteen  years;  that  he 
was  never  notified  that  the  time  for  making  his  final  proof  had  expired; 
and  that  immediately  upon  ascertaining  the  fact  he  offered  his  said 
proof,  which  was  rejected  only  because  of  the  x>6nding  contest. 

From  the  fact  that  Thompson  applied  for  extensions  of  time,  thereby 
evidencing  a  purpose  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  timber  culture 
law,  taken  in  connection  with  his  statements  as  above  set  out,  it  is 
deemed  that  his  failure  to  submit  final  proof  within  the  statutory 
X)eriod  has  been  satisfactorily  explained. 

The  conclusion  reached  herein  is  in  harmony  with  the  opinions 
expressed  in  the  desert  land  cases  of  Phillips  v.  Almy  (17  L.  D.,  255), 
and  Thompson  v.  Bartholet  (18  L.  D.,  96). 

Your  said  office  decision,  as  herein  modified,  is  accordingly  affirmed, 
the  contest  dismissed,  and  the  proof  if  otherwise  satisfactory  will  be 
accepted  and  the  case  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication. 
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SWAYZB  t?.  SUPRENANT. 

Petition  for  re  review  in  the  case  above  entitled  denied  by  Secretary 
Bliss,  December  13,  1897.     See  24  L.  D.,  337 ;  id.,  580. 


OKLAHOMA  LANDS-QUALLFICATIONS  OF  SETTLEH. 

Atkinson  et  al.  v.  Sykes. 

The  prohibitive  provisious  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1^3,  with  respect  to  the  Cherokee 
strip,  were  enacted  at  a  time  when  the  similar  provisious  in  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  were  liberally  construed  by  the  Department,  and  when  the  question  of 
'^ advantage  gained''  by  presence  in  the  Territory  during  the  prohibited  period 
was  regarded  as  a  proper  one  for  consideration  in  determining  the  qualificationB 
of  a  settler  in  Oklahoma. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offiee^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  16,  1897.  (G.  C.  R) 

This  is  a  petition  for  re- review,  filed  by  Jamin  W.  Smith,  and  involves 
the  NW.  \  of  Sec.  12,  T.  11  K,  R.  3  W.,  Oklahoma  laud  district, 
Oklahoma. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  decision  of  the  Department,  dated 
March  24, 1897  (352  L.  and  R.,  161),  and  need  not  here  be  repeated.  In 
that  decision  the  land  was  awarded  to  William  H.  Atkinson,  and  direc- 
tions were  given  that  the  entry  thereof,  made  by  Benjamin  (x.  Sykes, 
be  canceled,  because  he  had  entered  the  Territory  during  the  prohibited 
period;  it  was  further  found  that  Atkinson  was  the  ]>rior  settler  on  the 
land;  that  while  he  had  entered  another  tract,  his  mistake  was  the 
result  of  misinformation  given  him  by  Sykes,  and  he  was  allowed  to 
amend  his  entry  in  accordance  with  his  application  therefor. 

A  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  was  denied  August  21,  1897 
(25  L.  D.,  143).  That  motion  while  alleging  ten  errors,  practically 
raised  but  two  questions,  namely : 

1.  That  it  was  error  not  to  have  held  Atkinson  disqualifies!,  because 
of  his  presence  in  the  Temtory  during  part  of  the  prohibited  period. 

2.  That  it  was  error  not  to  have  awarded  the  preference  right  to 
Smith. 

These  questions  were  considered  in  the  decision  on  review. 

This  petition  for  re-review,  for  the  second  time,  and  under  sundry 
heads,  raises  the  question  of  Atkinson's  qualifications. 

In  this  connection,  the  present  petition  contains  a  statement  which 
is  eiToneous  and  misleading.    It  is  said: — 

In  section  14  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  contained  a  sooner  clause  regarding  the 
Cherokee  Strip.  In  sectiou  13  of  the  same  act  is  the  same  provision  concerning  the 
Okl  iho  na  country,  p  to  about  1894  the  clause  in  section  13  was  strictly  coustrned 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  In  1893,  March  3,  the  provisions  in  sections  13 
and  14  were  re-enactod  in  reference  to  the  Cherokee  Strip.    If  the  construction  put 
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upon  the  "sooner"  clanae  in  section  13  by  the  Honorable  Secretary  was  incorrect, 
why  did  Congress  re-enact  the  clause  in  the  Strip  bill  without  an  effort  to  make  the 
intent  of  Congress  clear?  The  fact  that  Congress  did  not  change  the  language  in 
any  way,  but  re-euacted,  in  the  exact  language,  the  provision  time  and  again  con- 
strued by  the  Department,  demonstrates  that  the  Secretary's  interpretation  was 
correct. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  decisions  of  the  Department  upon  the 
^^sooner"  question,  commencing  with  that  in  the  case  of  Kingfisher  v. 
Wood  et  aLj  rendered  December  1, 1890  (11  L.  D.,  330),  down  to  Octo- 
ber 17, 1893,  when  decision  was  rendered  in  the  case  of  Turner  v.  Cart- 
wright  (17  L.  D.,  414),  were  exactly  the  reverse  of  what  the  petitioner 
Htates  them  to  to  have  been ;  that  is,  they  made  the  disqualification 
resulting  from  presence  in  the  territory  during  the  prohibited  period 
depend  upon  the  obtaining  of  an  advantage  which  would,  if  recog- 
nized, destroy  the  equality  in  opportunity  contemplated  by  the  law. 

Commencing  with  the  case  of  Turner  t?.  Cartwright  {supra)^  a  stricter 
construction  ot  the  ^< sooner"  clause  of  the  act  prevailed,  until,  in  the 
case  of  Curnutt  v.  Jones  (21  L.  D.,  40),  the  Department  went  back  to 
the  more  liberal  rulings  of  Mr.  Secretary  Noble. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  statements  of  the  petitioner  are  not  sustained 
by  reference  to  past  departmental  decisions.  It  was  while  a  liberal 
construction  was  given  to  the  "sooner"  clause — from  October  1, 1890, 
to  October  17, 1893 — that  Congress,  on  March  3, 1893,  re-enacted,  in  its 
legislation  relating  to  the  Cherokee  Strip,  the  provisions  of  sections  13 
and  14  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889;  hence  the  argument  of  petitioner 
regarding  the  alleged  tacit  endorsement  of  departmental  rulings  by 
Congress,  is  against  his  position,  and  not  in  his  favor. 

The  testimony  as  to  Atkinson's  qualifications  was  discussed  in  the 
original  decision ;  the  facts  were  fully  given,  and  cases  cited,  showing 
that  he  was  not  disqualified. 

The  petition  further  contends  that  the  departmental  decisions  here- 
tofore rendered  have  been  erroneous  in  not  finding  that  Sykes  was  the 
first  settler. 

It  has  been  held  from  the  first  that  Sykes  entered  the  Territory  in 
advance  of  the  opening,  and  thereby  gained  an  advantage  over  others. 
It  makes,  therefore,  no  difference  whether  he  was  the  first  settler  or 
not — although  even  that  finding  has  been  against  him. 

The  petition  is  denied;  and  is  herewith  returned  for  the  files  of  your 
office. 


MINERAL  LiATTD-SKrOND  HEARING— CERTTOHABI. 

Town  of  Aldsidge  r.  Ceaig. 

A  deierminatiou  that  a  tract  of  land  is  mineral  iu  character  will  not  prevent  a  sab- 
seqnent  hearing,  involving  the  same  qnestion  where  a  change  in  the  character 
of  the  land  is  alleged ,  hut  the  showing  in  snc^  a  case  mnst  be  dear  and  con- 
vincing to  warrant  such  a  hearing. 
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A  general  charge  that  an  entry  is  not  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  entryman  will  not 
justify  a  hearing,  if  the  facts  on  which  such  allegation  rests  are  not  specifically 
set  forth,  and  the  sources  of  information  disclosed. 

The  fact  that  a  party  litigant  pays  the  expenses  of  a  witness,  and  for  the  loss  of 
his  time  in  attending  the  trial,  does  not  necessarily  indicate  frand  or  moial 
turpitude. 

The  Department  will  not  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  Commissioner's  diwre- 
tion,  in  refnsing  to  order  a  hearing,  unless  there  is  such  an  abuse  of  discretion 
as  would  work  an  injustice,  or  an  inequitable  denial  of  a  legal  right. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissumer  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  December 
( W.  V.  D.)  16y  1897.  (H.  G.) 

Edward  Howell,  P.  Dougherty  and  others,  inhabitants  of  the  town 
of  Aldridge,  in  the  State  of  Montana,  x>6tition  for  the  writ  of  certiorari 
to  direct  your  office  to  transmit  the  papers  and  the  record  in  the  above 
entitled  case  to  this  Department,  as  upon  appeal. 

This  petition  discloses  the  existence  of  the  following  facts  appearing 
of  record  in  your  office : 

The  official  plat  of  survey  of  township  8  south,  range  7  east,  in  the 
Bozeman,  Montana,  land  district,  was  filed  in  the  local  office  in  April, 
1894. 

On  October  11, 1894,  Jane  Craig  made  coal  declaratory  statement 
Ko.  400,  in  such  local  office,  for  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  36,  in 
said  township  8  south,  range  7  east,  and  thereafter,  on  October  IL 
1895,  she  was  permitted  to  make  coal  entry  (Ko.  59)  covering  said 
tract. 

Thereupon,  the  State  of  Montana,  by  its  Atttomey-General,  protested 
against  the  issuing  of  a  patent  therefor,  in  substance  alleging  that  the 
tract,  in  common  with  the  other  lands  embraced  in  said  said  section  36, 
was  granted  to  the  State  by  the  enabling  act,  tinder  which  Montana 
was  admitted  into  the  Union ;  that  the  land  was  more  valuable  for  agri- 
cultural and  townsite  purposes,  than  for  the  purposes  of  mining  coal 
therefrom ;  that  coal  could  not  be  mined,  worked  or  obtained  therefrom 
at  any  profit,  and  that  coal  did  not  exist  in  sufficient  quantities  to  add 
to  the  value  of  the  tract,  or  to  justify  the  expenditure  of  money  lor  its 
exploration ;  that  the  entryman  had  not,  either  personally  or  by  her 
agents,  expended  any  money  in  working  or  exploiting  the  land  for  coal 
or  mineral,  and  that  she  had  not  at  the  time  of  making  her  declaratory 
statement  found  any  mineral  thereon,  or  opened  any  vein  of  coal;  and 
that  at  the  time  of  the  admission  of  the  State  into  the  Union  the 
existence  of  coal  on  any  portion  of  said  land,  sufficient  to  justify  the 
expenditure  of  money  in  working  the  same  for  coal,  was  not  known. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  by  your  office  upon  this  protest,  and  was  had 
before  the  local  office.  Upon  consideration  of  the  testimony  submitted 
thereat,  the  local  office  found  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  Jane  Craig,  and, 
on  July  3, 1896,  your  office  affirmed  this  decision  and  dismissed  the  con- 
test, subject  to  the  right  of  appeal.    No  appeal  was  taken  by  the  State 
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of  Montana,  and  j^our  office,  on  March  6,  1897,  announced  that  such 
decision  had  become  final,  and  the  coal  entry  of  Jane  Craig  was  approved 
for  patent. 

The  affidavits,  filed  in  March  and  April,  1897,  embody  the  grounds  of 
protest,  and  set  forth  the  following  facts,  substantially: 

The  town  of  Aldridge  is  unincorporated.  W  i th  the  exception  of  seven 
buildings,  it  is  situate  on  the  tract  entered  as  coal  land  by  Jane  Craig, 
contains  one  hundred  and  eighty  buildings,  one  hundred  and  sixty- 
seven  of  which  are  occupied  as  dwellings  and  the  others  for  business 
purposes,  and  has  a  population  of  about  five  hundred.  At  the  time  of 
the  coal  entry,  two  hundred  employes  of  a  coal  company,  operating  on 
an  adjoining  section,  and  their  families  were  living  in  such  town.  At 
the  time  of  the  entry,  on  October  11,  1895,  the  character  of  the  land 
had  wholly  changed  and  then  had  no  value  for  coal,  but  was  valuable 
only  for  townsite  purposes.  Efforts  had  been  made  to  obtain  coal  in 
sufficient  quantities  to  warrant  the  continued  development  of  the  mines 
on  the  tract,  but  were  abandoned  prior  to  entry.  Jane  Craig  did  not 
enter  the  land  for  her  own  benefit,  but  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  others, 
who  furnished  the  money  for  the  payment  of  the  lands  and  to  defend 
the  contest  between  her  and  the  State  of  Montana.  Immediately  after 
the  contest  was  closed,  the  entryman  parted  with  her  title  to  the  tract 
to  those  who  had  paid  for  the  land  and  defended  the  contest,  having 
theretofore  executed  and  delivered  to  such  parties  a  bond  for  a  deed. 
Other  affidavits  are  to  the  effect  that  the  alleged  grantees  of  Mrs.  Craig 
had  promised  one  party  a  life  lease  for  a  portion  of  lands  on  the  tract 
and  certain  privileges  as  compensation  for  his  services  as  a  witness  in 
the  contest. 

On  May  22, 1897,  your  office  refused  to  order  a  hearing  on  said  pro- 
test, and,  on  July  28,  1897,  overruled  a  motion  for  review  of  said 
decision. 

On  August  25, 1897,  the  protestants  filed  their  appeal  to  this  Depart- 
ment, and  on  October  11, 1897,  your  office  rejected  and  returned  said 
appeal,  and  declined  to  transmit  the  same,  and  it  is  from  this  action  of 
your  office  that  the  protestants  seek  relief  by  their  petition  for  the  writ 
of  certiorari. 

As  tothecharacter  of  the  land,  it  is  manifest  that  the  con  test,  between 
the  State  of  Montana  and  Jane  Craig,  settled  that  question,  and  deter- 
mined conclusively  that  the  lands  were  valuable  for  coal  mining  at  the 
time  of  the  entry  and  up  to  the  date  of  the  hearing.  The  land  was 
found  to  contain  a  sufficient  quantity  of  merchantable  coal  to  except  it 
from  the  terms  of  the  grant  of  section  36  in  each  township  for  school 
purposes,  under  the  provisions  of  the  granting  act,  which  excepts  min- 
eral lands  from  the  grant,  and  the  State  has  submitted  to  this  decision 
by  its  failure  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  your  office  within  the  time 
limited  therefor,  has  made  no  attempt  to  insist  further  upon  its  rights 
to  the  land,  and  has  evidently  acquiesced  in  such  decision. 
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While  the  character  of  the  land  as  a  present  fact  is  the  question  to 
be  determined  where  it  is  involved,  and  a  determination  at  one  time 
does  not  necessarily  preclude  a  subsequent  inquiry  as  to  the  character 
of  the  tract  where  a  change  in  that  respect  is  alleged,  the  proof  must 
be  clear  and  convincing  in  order  to  secure  a  further  hearing.  (Bam- 
stetter  t\  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.,  21  L.  D.,  464;  Stinchfield  t. 
Pierce,  19  L.  D.,  12.)  It  appears  tbat  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
coal  deposits  on  the  tract  up  to  the  time  of  entry  and  payment  for  the 
land,  and  up  to  tlie  time  of  the  hearing,  were  once  adjudicated  in  fA\or 
of  the  one  making  the  entry,  and  oujrhfc  not  now  to  be  disturbed,  par- 
ticularly when  it  is  attempted  to  obtain  a  bearing  mainly  upon  the 
abandonment  of  the  land  for  coal  mining  purposes  prior  to  the  entry. 
That  matter  has  been  settled,  and  although  the  parties  now  attempting 
to  dissert  their  rights  as  townsite  claimants  were  not  parties  to  that 
controversy,  yet  one  ground  of  the  protest  of  their  State  was  that  the 
land  was  ^^more  valuable  for  agricultural  and  townsite  purposes  than 
for  the  purposes  of  mining  and  taking  coal  therefrom,"  and  these  mat- 
ters were  directly  adjudicated  in  the  hearing  between  the  State  and 
the  coal  entryman. 

As  to  the  change  in  the  character  of  the  land,  since  the  entry,  bnt 
little  reliance  is  placed  upon  that  contention.  In  the  proceeding  at  bar 
it  appears  about  thirteen  months  have  elapsed  since  the  hearing  of  the 
contest  between  the  State  of  Montana  and  Jane  Craig.  The  reliance 
of  the  protestants  is  mainly  upon  the  fact  that  the  land  had  been 
abandoned  as  coal  lands  before  the  entry  and  prior  to  the  bearing,  and 
but  little  stress  is  laid  upon  the  period  since  the  entry,  as  the  condi- 
tions have  not  changed  during  that  time. 

One  allegation  of  the  affidavits  of  protest  is  that  the  land  was  entered 
for  the  benefit  of  others  than  the  entryman. 

Such  a  question  was  not  raised  in  the  protest  of  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana, but  evidence  was  submitted  by  the  State  on  that  point,  and  error 
was  predicated  on  the  finding  of  the  local  office  adverse  to  the  State 
thereon.  On  ai)peal,  your  office  fully  considered  that  question  as  a 
ground  of  protest,  and  decided  it  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  and  from 
that  decision  there  has  been  no  appeal.  It  will  be  considered  as  a 
matter  in  dispute  finally  adjudicated  and  passed  upon,  and  not  to  be 
re-opened,  on  the  showing  made  in  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  protestants. 

The  allegations  of  tlie  affidavits  are  indefinite  and  vague,  are  broadly 
made  in  general  language,  and  do  not  specifically  state  the  facts  or 
indicate  the  sources  of  the  information  or  knowledge  of  the  affiants. 
It  is  charged  that  a  mercantile  firm  or  company  furnished  the  means  to 
l>ay  for  the  land  and  to  defend  the  contest,  and  that  such  firm  procured 
a  bond  for  a  deed  of  the  tract,  and  after  the  contest  was  closed  obtained 
a  deed  therefor. 

Whether  these  instruments  were  secretly  executed  and  delivered  or 
appear  of  record  is  not  shown.    The  bare  allegations  that  such  instru- 
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inents  were  executed  and  that  the  entry  was  made  for  the  benefit  of 
another  are  not  sufficient,  for  naked  conclusions  of  fact,  however  suffi- 
cient and  proper  in  ordinary  pleadings,  can  not  be  considered  as  evi- 
dence. Affidavits  are  well  termed  the  lawest  grade  of  proof,  and  to 
entitle  them  to  weight  as  evidence  they  should  set  forth  facts  specific- 
ally. Mere  general  statements,  which  involve  questions  of  law  as  well 
as  of  fact,  are  insufficient.  The  office  of  an  affidavit  is  to  disclose  evi- 
dence from  which  conclusions  of  fact  may  be  drawn,  and  not  to  state 
conclusions  of  fact.    (1  Encyc.  P.  &  Pr.,  322,  Note  4.) 

The  statements  of  one  of  the  witnesses  at  the  contest  that  he 
received  a  life  lease  of  a  parcel  of  the  tract  in  dispute,  and  certain 
privileges  by  way  of  business  thereon,  are  not  entitled  to  much  weight. 
Such  facts  do  not  warrant  the  inference  that  his  testimony  at  the  hear- 
ing  was  false. 

In  the  absence  of  a  law  or  binding  rule  to  secure  the  compulsory 
attendance  of  witnesses  in  land  contests,  parties  litigant  are  often  com- 
pelled to  provide  means  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses  and  loss  of  time 
of  their  witnesses,  and  such  action  does  not  necessarily  indicate  fraud 
nor  moral  turpitude. 

Owing  to  the  prior  adjudication  of  the  character  of  the  land,  and  the 
looseness  and  indefinite  character  of  the  charges  of  fraud  and  collusion 
on  the  part  of  the  entryman  and  others,  it  appears  that  an  appeal  would 
but  result  in  the  affirmance  of  your  office  decision  dismissing  the  con- 
test. A  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  issue  where  the  petitioner  fails  to 
show  that  the  decision  complained  of  is  erroneous  and  did  not  render 
substantial  justice  in  the  premises.  (Spnrlock  et  al,  v.  Crane,  24  L.  D., 
570.)  It  is  not  a  writ  of  right,  but  lies  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  issues  when  an  affirmative  showing  is  made  of  injus- 
tice in  the  decision  below.  (Adams  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  K.  Co., 
23  L.  D.,  529.) 

But  in  no  case  will  the  Department  interfere  with  the  discretion  of 
your  office  in  refusing  to  order  a  hearing,  unless  there  is  such  an  abuse 
of  discretion  as  would  work  an  injustice,  or  an  inequitable  denial  of  a 
legal  right.  (Town  of  Amargo  v.  Vorhang,  20  L.  D.,  359;  Wilder  v, 
Parker,  11  L.  D.,  273.) 

Such  an  abuse  of  discretion  does  not  appear.  The  allegations  as  to 
the  character  of  the  lands  involved,  and  of  the  speculative  character  of 
the  entry,  are  not  a  new  showing,  having  been  adjudicated  in  a  former 
hearing;  some  of  the  charges  are  generally  and  loosely  made;  and  as  a 
whole  they  are  insufficient  to  warrant  further  investigation  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  entry. 

The  writ  of  certiorari  is  denied  and  the  petition  is  dismissed. 
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APFLICATIOir  FOB  SUBVET-ISIiANB-NAYIOABIiE  8THBA1C 

William  A.  Basbon. 

An  islanJ,  oot  above  high  water  mark,  bat  subject  to  overflow,  and  eitaafeed  in  a 
navigable  river,  is  not  subject  to  survey  and  disposal  as  land  belonging  to  the 
United  States,  for  the  proprietorship  of  the  shores  and  beds  of  navigable  rivers 
below  high  water  mark,  within  the  limits  of  the  StateS;  belongs  to  them  by 
their  inherent  sovereignty. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  OffleCy  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  16 J  1897.  (O.  W.  P.) 

On  Jane  19,  1897,  you  submitted  the  application  of  William  A. 
Barron,  of  Miller  county,  Missouri,  for  the  survey  of  an  island, 
described  as  being  in  the  Osage  Biver,  in  sections  20  and  29,  township 
40  north,  range  14  west,  State  of  Missouri. 

It  is  shown  by  the  affidavits  accompanying  said  application  that  the 
island  contains  about  thirty  or  thirty-five  acres  of  land;  that  the  width 
of  the  channel  between  the  island  and  the  main  shore  is  firom  two 
hundred  to  three  hundred  feet,  and  the  depth  thereof  at  ordinary 
stages  of  the  water  is  about  three  to  eight  feet;  that  the  island  is  not 
above  high  water  mark,  and  is  subject  to  overflow,  <<but  not  until  the 
low  bottoms  on  either  side  of  the  channels  are  overflowed,"  and  the 
land  fit  for  agricultural  purposes;  that  the  configuration  of  either 
shore  of  the  main  land  has  changed,  ^'tbe  south  shore  of  the  island 
somewhat  by  widening  it,  but  the  north  shore  has  not  changed,"  since 
the  original  survey  of  the  water  front  on  the  main  land;  that  the 
improvements  on  the  island  are  as  follows:  ^^From  12  to  15  acres  in 
cultivation,  has  been  fenced  and  a  log  cabin  was  erected  thereon. 
Fence  now  removed."  That  said  improvements  were  made  by  Bnrrell 
Burris,  Jr.,  in  1884  or  1885,  who  built  the  cabin  and  farmed  the  land; 
also  by  George  Graham  before  said  Burris,  and  the  total  value  thereof 
is  about  $100. 

Notice  of  the  application  for  survey  appears  to  have  been  served  upon 
Boyd  S.  Miller  and  Thomas  J.  Neal  as  owners  of  the  lands  on  the  shores 
opposite  the  island,  who  appear  to  have  acknowledged  the  service  of 
notice. 

From  the  affidavits  filed  by  applicant  after  the  filing  of  the  applica- 
tion, it  would  seem  that  the  island  existed  at  the  time  of  the  survey  of 
the  township,  and  that  the  river  wherein  the  land  is  situated  is  naviga- 
ble, but  no  island  is  shown  upon  the  official  plat  of  the  survey  of  said 
township,  made  in  the  year  1 820-1821,  in  the  locality  represent^  on  the 
diagram  submitted  by  the  applicant. 

Ko  protest  appears  to  have  been  filed  against  said  application,  either 
by  the  State  of  Missouri  or  by  the  riparian  owners.  You  recommend 
that  the  application  be  disallowed. 

The  survey  applied  ibr  can  only  be  ordered  when  it  clearly  appears 
that  the  land  belongs  to  the  United  States;  otherwise  the  Department 
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has  no  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  no  power  to  direct  a  survey.  L.  F, 
Scott,  14  L.  D.,  433. 

It  appearing  from  the  affidavits  which  accompany  the  application 
that  the  island  is  not  above  high  wat.er  mark  and  is  subject  to  overflow, 
and  that  the  river  is  navigable,  the  island  is  not  subject  to  survey  and 
disposal  as  land  belonging  to  the  United  States,  as  it  is  well  settled 
that  the  proprietorship  of  the  shores  and  beds  of  navigable  rivers  below 
high  water  mark  within  the  limits  of  the  States  belongs  to  the  States 
by  their  inherent  sovereignty. 

It  is  said  in  Packer  v.  Bird,  137  U.  S.,  661, 669: 

The  courts  of  the  Uoited  States  will  constrae  the  grants  of  the  general  govem- 
ment  withoat  reference  to  the  rules  of  constrnctiou  adopted  by  the  States  for  their 
grants;  bat  whatever  incidents  or  rights  attach  to  the  ownership  of  property  con- 
veyed by  the  government  will  be  determined  by  the  States,  subject  to  the  condition 
that  their  rules  do  not  impair  the  efiQcacy  of  the  grants  or  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  property  by  the  grantee, 

and  the  following  passage  from  the  case  of  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U. 
8.,  324, 338,  is  quoted : 

Whether,  as  rules  of  property,  it  would  now  be  safe  to  change  these  doctrines  where 
they  have  been  applied,  as  before  remarked,  is  for  the  several  States  themselves  to 
determine.  If  they  choose  to  resign  to  the  riparian  proprietor  rights  which  prop- 
erly belong  to  them  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  it  is  not  for  others  to  raise  objec- 
tions. In  our  view  of  the  subject  the  correct  principle  was  laid  down  in  Martin  v, 
Waddell,  16  Pet.,  367 ;  Pollard's  Lessee  r.  Hagan,  3  How.,  212 ;  and  Goodtitle  v.  Kibbe, 
9  How.,  471.  These  c:ises  related  to  tide  water,  it  is  true;  but  they  enunciate  princi- 
ples which  are  equally  applicable  to  all  navigable  waters.  And  since  this  court,  in 
the  case  of  The  Genesee  Chief,  12  How.,  443,  has  declared  that  the  great  lakes  and 
other  navigable  waters  of  the  country,  above  as  well  as  below  the  flow  of  the  tide, 
are,  in  the  strictest  sense,  entitled  to  the  denomination  of  navigable  waters,  and 
amenable  to  admiralty  jurisdiction,  there  seems  to  be  no  sound  reason  for  adhering 
to  the  old  rule  as  to  the  proprietorship  of  the  beds  and  shores  of  such  waters.  It 
properly  belongs  to  the  States  by  their  inherent  sovereignty,  and  the  United  States 
has  wisely  abstained  from  extending  (if  it  oould  extend)  its  survey  and  grants 
beyond  the  limits  of  high  water. 

And  in  the  cases  of  St.  Anthony  Falls  Water  Power  Company  v. 
The  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  of  the  City  of  St.  Paul,  and  The 
Minneapolis  Mill  Company  v.  same,  168  U.  S.,  ,  the  principles  an- 
nounced in  Packer  v.  Bird  and  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  swpra^  are  adopted. 

In  view  of  the  above,  your  reroinmendation  that  the  application  of 
Mr.  Barron  be  disalloued,  is  approved. 


BAILiBOAD  GRANT— INT>EMNlTY--SPECrFICATIONS  OF  LOSS. 

Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co. 

The  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  by  the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  the  grant  to  the 
Bunio  company  by  tlic  joint  resolution  of  May  31,  1870,  must  be  adjusted  sepa- 
rately; a  lo8S,  theri'Tore,  iimlor  the  latter  grant,  wiU  not  support  a  selection 
along  the  line  for  which  the  grant  of  1864  was  made. 


512  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC    LANDS. 

In  the  absence  of  an  ascertained  deficiency  in  tlie  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific, 
showing  that  it  conld  not  be  satisfied  by  obtaining  all  the  available  lands  in  the 
indemnity  limits^  the  specification  of  losses  in  place,  as  a  condition  to  the  aeleo- 
tion  of  indemnity  will  not  be  waived  by  the  Department. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Oommiasioner  of  the  Oenerai  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  December  20, 1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  June  25,  1896,  was  transmitted  for  the 
approval  of  this  Department,  as  the  basis  for  patent,  clear  list  No.  43, 
embracing  lands  selected  within  the  Walla  Walla  land  district,  Wash- 
ington, on  account  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany. Said  list  contained  selections  from  lands  within  the  indemnity 
limits  opposite  the  portion  of  the  road  between  Wallula  Junction  and 
Spokane  Falls,  or  along  the  main  line  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
which  a  grant  was  made  by  the  act  of  July  2,  1864,  (13  Stat.,  36o). 
Lands  lost  opposite  the  portion  of  the  road  between  Portland,  Oregon, 
and  Tacoma,  Washington,  a  grant  for  which  was  made  by  the  joint 
resolution  of  May  31, 1870,  (16  Stat.,  378)  were  specified  as  bases  for 
said  selections.  For  this  reason  the  list  was  informally  returned  to 
your  office  with  the  request  that  in  returning  the  list  you  express  an 
opinion  as  to  whether  said  lost  lands  formed  a  proper  basis  for  the 
selections  in  question. 

The  list  is  now  again  before  the  Department  with  your  office  letter  of 
October  5, 1896,  in  which,  after  referring  to  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  case  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  r. 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (139  IJ.  S.,  1)  and  the  decision  of 
this  Department  in  the  case  of  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  Railway 
Company  (19  L.  D.,  30),  you  recommend  that  the  list  be  approved. 

In  the  case  of  Spaulding  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (21  L.  D.,57) 
it  was  held  that  (syllabus) : 

At  Portland,  Oregon,  the  Nt>rtheru  Pacific  has  two  grants^  the  first  for  the  Une 
eastward,  under  the  act  of  1864,  and  the  second  northward,  under  the  Joint  resolution 
of  1870,  and  so  far  as  the  limits  of  the  grant  east  of  said  city  overlaps  the  subse- 
quent grant,  the  latter  must  fail;  and,  as  the  road  at  such  point  eastward  is 
unconstructed,  and  the  grant  therefore  forfeited  by  the  act  of  September  29,  1890, 
the  lands  so  released  from  said  grant  do  not  inure  to  the  latter  grant,  but  are  subject 
to  disposal  under  the  provisions  of  said  forfeiture  act. 

The  reasoning  for  this  decision  requires  that  these  two  grants  be 
adjusted  separately,  for  on  no  other  theory  could  it  be  held  that  the 
lands  within  the  overlapping  limits  in  the  neighborhood  of  Portland 
and  opposite  the  unconstructed  portion  of  the  line  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  which  the  grant  was  made  by  the  act  of  1864,  were  excepted 
from  the  grant  for  the  portion  of  the  road  northward  from  Portland. 
This  being  so,  it  must  be  clear  that  a  loss  along  the  portion  of  the  line 
from  Portland  to  Tacoma  would  not  support  an  indemnity  selection 
along  the  line  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  which  the  grant  was  made 
by  the  act  of  1804.  It  must  therefore  be  held  that  the  bases  named  do 
not  support  the  selection. 
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Your  office  letter  of  October  5y  1896,  resubmitting  the  list,  states : 

It  has  been  uniformly  settled  by  the  snpreme  court  of  the  Unf  ted  States  and  your 
office  that  the  designation  of  losses  was  a  regulation  intended  to  be  enforced  only 
where  there  was  a  surplus  of  indemnity  lands.  Where,  however  an  ascertained 
deficiency  exists  the  danger  of  duplicating  indemnity  did  not  exists  and  the  necessity 
for  designating  losses  thereby  terminated. 

In  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  this  office  has  ascertained 
that  its  grant  is  over  three  and  one  half  million  acres  deficient,  and  had  further  cer- 
tified that  if  it  secure  every  available  acre  within  its  indemnity  limits  it  could  not 
satisfy  by  three  and  one  half  million  acres  the  losses  which  it  has  experienced  up  to 
the  present  time. 

It  is  then  recommended  that  the  list  be  approved  without  regard  to 
the  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  particular  losses  specified. 

If  it  were  in  fact  ascertained  that  the  grant  to  the  Northeriu  Pacific 
Eailroad  Company  is  so  deficient  that  it  can  not  be  satisfied  by  obtain- 
ing all  the  available  land  within  the  indemnity  limits,  the  question 
would  arise  whether  there  is  any  necessity  for  the  continued  specifica- 
tion of  losses  of  lands  in  place  as  a  condition  to  the  selection  of 
indemnity  lands.  It  is  clear  that  the  ascertainment  of  such  deficiency 
would  at  least  dispense  with  all  occasion  to  specify  losses  as  a  basis 
for  future  selections  and  that  the  Department  should  issue  an  order  to 
that  effect. 

Has  the  existence  of  such  a  deficiency  been  ascertained  or  established  f 

As  before  shown,  on  October  5,  1896,  your  immediate  predecessor 
stated  that  if  the  railroad  company 

secure  every  available  acre  within  its  indemnity  limits  it  could  not  satisfy  by  three 
and  one  half  miUion  acres  the  losses  which  it  has  experienced  up  to  the  present 
time. 

Under  date  of  February  23, 1897,  in  answer  to  a  Senate  resolution 
of  the  10th  of  that  month,  it  was  stated  by  your  office  that  in  the  grant 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  liailroad  Company  there  was  "  an  ascertained 
delieieney  in  the  entire  grant  of  over  559,889.99  acres." 

May  27, 1897,  The  Department  called  upon  your  office  for  a  statement 
of  the  status  of  this  grant;  inquired  whether  the  statement  made  in 
the  answer  to  the  Senate  resolution  was  correct,  and  if  so,  called  for 
the  data  or  means  of  calculation  whereby  that  result  was  ascertained. 
Your  office  letter  of  November  5, 1897,  in  answer  thereto,  is  now  before 
the  Department,  wherein  it  is  stated  there  is  "  au  approximate  defi- 
ciency in  the  entire  grant  of  530,573  acres."  This  letter  shows  that 
there  has  been  no  actual  ascertainment  of  the  amount  of  the  deficiency, 
or  that  any  deficiency  exists,  and  that  any  statements  or  certifications 
upon  this  subject  heretofore  made  by  your  office  are  only  estimates 
based,  among  other  things,  upon  an  approximation  of  the  percentage 
of  lands  which  may  hereafter  prove  to  have  been  excepted  from  the 
grant  by  reason  of  their  mineral  character. 

The  statements  of  October  5,  1896,  and  February  23,  1807,  purport 
to  represent  definite  and  certain  ascertainments,  while  the  statement 
2070— VOL  25 33 
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of  liTovember  5, 1897,  is  expressly  said  to  be  an  approximation  based 
upon  certain  assamed  percentages  and  calcolations,  the  accunu^  of 
which  is  not  susceptible  of  present  demonstration. 

The  fact  that  the  deficiency  was  stated  on  October  5, 1896,  to  be 
3,500,000  acres,  and  on  February  23, 1897,  to  be  559,889  acres,  and  on 
November  5, 1897,  to  be  approximately  530,573  acres,  does  not  harmonize 
with  the  statement  made  in  the  letter  of  October  5, 1896,  that 

necessarily  the  lossea  of  the  company  will  increase  as  time  progreaaea,  whilst  the 
available  indemnity  will  deorease  and  thereby  the  deficiency  already  ascertained 
will  constantly  grow. 

The  confusion  and  uncertainty  in  these  conflicting  statements  pre- 
yent  me  from  finding  or  saying  with  any  degree  of  confidence,  or  at  all, 
that  there  is  an  ascertained  or  established  deficiency  in  this  grant. 

It  appearing  that  the  bases  now  assigned  will  not  support  the  selec- 
tions made  in  the  list  now  under  consideration,  and  there  being  no 
ascertainment  of  a  deficiency  in  the  grant,  the  list  is  herewith  returned 
without  my  approval,  and  you  will  advise  the  company  accordingly,  to 
the  end  that  it  may  specify  other  and  sufficient  bases. 


CHABACTEB  OF  I<AN1>-MrNKRAXi  AJSTD  AOKICUIiTUBAIi  CLAIMS. 

Wilson  v.  Davis. 

A  departmental  determination  that  a  tract  of  land  is  non-mineral  in  character,  based 
principally  npon  the  ascertainment  of  the  bonndaries  of  the  tract  in  dispute, 
wiU  not  preclude  the  land  department  in  a  snbseqaent  suit,  resting  ou  aUeged 
discoveries  made  after  the  hearing  in  the  former  case,  from  considering  anew 
the  question  of  boundaries,  and  rendering  judgment  as  to  the  character  of  the 
land  in  accordance  with  the  facts  so  disclosed. 

The  fact  that  no  one  is  claiming  a  tract  of  land  under  the  coal  land  law,  that  is 
shown  to  be  principaUy  valuable  on  account  of  coal,  will  not  justify  the  Land 
Department  in  the  allowance  of  a  homestead  entry  therefor. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Officej 
(W.  V.  D.)  December  20^  1897.  (E.  B.,  Jr.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  described  as  the  SW.  \  of  the  SE.  \ 
of  section  13,  T.  31  S.,  R.  65  W.,  Pueblo,  Colorado,  land  district.  The 
same  tract  was  involved  in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Tanner  et  al.  (20  L.  D. 
220).  Davis  then  as  now  claimed  the  land  under  the  homestead  lair, 
and  Tanner,  and  the  Victor  Coal  and  Coke  Company  as  transferee  of 
Tanner^  claimed  it  under  the  coal  land  law.  In  that  case  the  Depart- 
ment, accepting  a  plat  of  the  plaintiff  as  correctly  showing  the  bonnd- 
aries of  the  tract  with  reference  to  the  coal  measures  alleged  by  the 
defendants  to  exist  therein,  decided,  «u2?ra,  March  19, 1895,  that  it  had 
not  been  shown  that  a  vein  containing  merchantable  coal  in  any  con- 
siderable quantity  entered  the  tract,  and  that  the  same,  although  of 
little  value  for  purposes  of  agriculture,  was  fairly  good  grazing  land. 
Pursuant  to  that  decision,  which  reversed  the  decision  of  yoor  office, 
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Tanner's  coal  entry  made  December  31,  1889  (declaratory  statement 
filed  Not.  7, 1888),  was  canceled  as  to  said  tract,  and  Davis'  homestead 
entry  therefor  made  August  15, 1889,  was  allowed  to  remain  intact. 

The  hearing  in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Tanner  et  al.  was  concluded  in 
June,  1892.  While  that  case  was  pending,  James  Wilson,  on  March 
22, 1892,  filed  a  contest  affidavit  charging  against  Davis  abandonment 
of  said  tract  and  failure  to  reside  upon,  cultivate  and  improve  the  same 
as  required  by  law.  On  September  4, 1895,  Wilson  filed  an  amended 
contest  affidavit  in  which  it  was  farther  alleged  that  said  tract  was 
within  the  limits  of  the  incorporated  town  of  Hastings,  Las  Animas 
county,  Colorado,  and  *' actually  settled  upon  and  occupied  for  pari)ose 
of  trade  and  business  and  not  for  agriculture,"  and  that  since  the  trial 
in  Davis  v.  Tanner  et  al.y  valuable  deposits  of  coal  had  been  discovered 
on  the  land  which  was  on  account  thereof  more  valuable  than  for  agri- 
cultural purposes.  Upon  these  allegations  hearing  was  duly  ordered 
and  had,  the  testimony  being  taken  by  Allen  J.  Beamont,  United  States 
circuit  court  commissioner.  District  of  Colorado,  as  per  stipulation  of 
the  parties,  commencing  February  18th,  and  ending  February  22, 1896. 
On  March  3, 1897,  the  local  office  rendered  its  decision,  concluding  as 
follows : 

From  a  carefal  consideration  of  all  the  testimony  submitted^  we  find  that  the  con- 
testant has  fally  sustained  his  charge  of  abandonment,  and  established  the  coal 
ohanu^ter  of  the  land.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  claimant  has  wholly  abandoned 
said  tract  for  a  period  of  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest 
and  that  the  tract  is  more  valuable  for  its  coal  deposits  than  for  agricaltnral 
purposes. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  homestead  entry  No.  6061  (60tl)  be  canceled. 

On  api>eal  by  Davis  your  office  on  June  7, 1897,  reversed  the  decision 
of  the  local  office  holding  that  the  charge  of  abandonment  had  not 
been  snstiiined,  and  that  it  had  not  been  shown  that  the  tract  was  of 
^^such  value  for  coal  contained  as  to  exempt  it  from  homestead  entry." 
From  the  decision  of  your  office  Wilson  has  appealed  to  the  Depart- 
ment assigning  several  errors  therein,  only  one  of  which  assignments 
requires  consideration  and  discussion,  viz: 

In  holding  that  the  land  is  not  shown  to  be  more  valuable  for  coal  mining  than  for 
agricultural  purposes. 

In  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Tanner  et  aL^  it  was  conceded  by  the  Depart- 
ment that  if  the  boundaries  of  the  land  were  as  contended  for  by  the 
defendants  the  land  was  more  valuable  for  its  coal  than  for  agriculture. 
In  this  connection  it  was  said  in  the  decision  in  that  case: 

The  only  issue  here  is  as  to  the  character  of  the  land,  the  question  as  to  the  good 
faith  of  the  defendant  having  been  abandoned.  The  determination  of  this  question 
reets  wholly  upon  the  correctness  of  the  surveys  on  the  ground  that  have  been  sub- 
mitted, because,  if  the  survey  sought  to  be  established  by  the  defendant  be  accepted, 
then  it  is  shown  that  the  ''Davis  forty/'  so-called,  is  most  valuable  for  coal,  while 
if  that  claimed  by  Davis  to  be  correct  is  adopted,  then  it  is  clear  there  is  but  little, 
if  any,  practical  value  in  the  land  for  the  coal  therein. 
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It  is  well  known  generally  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  tract  in  con- 
troversy, and  conceded  by  Davis  that  extensive  and  very  yalaable  coal 
beds  lie  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  tract.  It  was  also  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge  and  established  by  the  testimony  in  the  case  that 
numerous  monuments  of  the  public  survey  in  that  neighboarhood  had 
been  missing  for  several  years,  among  which  were  the  south-west  corner 
of  said  section  13  and  the  quarter  corners  between  said  section  and  sec- 
tions It  and  24,  respectively,  the  latter  quarter  corner  being  the  south- 
west corner  of  the  land  in  controversy.  At  the  time  of  the  hearing  in 
Davis  V.  Tanner  et  al.,  the  last  mentioned  corner  had  not  been  found 
nor  had  the  necessary  steps  then  been  taken  to  establish  it,  nor  were 
they  taken  until  long  afterwards. 

The  said  tract  lies  immediately  adjacent,  on  the  north  and  north- 
west, to  the  town  of  Bastings  above  mentioned.  Upon  the  application 
of  the  mayor  of  Hastings  and  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  Colorado  (Mills 
Annotated  Statutes  of  Colorado,  section  4317)  the  county  surveyor  of 
Las  Animas  county,  said  State,  on  November  11, 1895,  made  the  official 
survey  necessary  to  establish  the  missing  comers  above  specified,  and 
also  established  likewise,  or  discovered,  other  corners  that  had  been 
lost  or  missing  in  the  vicinity.  From  the  corners  thus  established  the 
said  surveyor  at  the  request  of  the  contestant  surveyed  the  boundaries 
and  established  the  other  corners  of  the  said  tract.  Davis  was  present 
in  person  when  these  surveys  were  made.  From  these  recent  surveys 
and  the  testimony  in  the  case  it  clearly  appears  that  at  the  time  of  the 
hearing  about  three  and  one  half  acres  of  the  said  tract  in  the  north- 
west corner  thereof  was  underlaid  by  a  seven  foot  vein  of  coal;  that 
about  two  thirds  of  an  acre  of  this  coal,  which  yielded  seven  thousand 
tons  to  the  acre,  had  been  mined,  commencing  in  1801  and  continuing 
to  the  spring  of  1894,  and  that  more  than  two  acres  of  similar  mer- 
chantable coal  yet  remained  in  that  part  of  the  tract;  and  that  to  a 
reasonable  certainty  the  same  vein  underlies  from  five  to  seven  acres 
additional  of  the  tract  along  the  north  and  east  sides  thereof,  of  which, 
after  making  due  deduction  on  account  of  deteriorated  coal  along  the 
outcrop,  at  least  three  to  four  acres  of  the  vein  is  merchantable  coal. 

It  is  also  shown  that  a  four  foot  vein  of  coal  underlies  a  still  larger 
area  of  this  tract,  at  a  lower  level  than  the  seven  foot  vein.  Mininjj 
operations  on  this  tract  and  vicinity  have  been  substantially  confined 
to  the  seven  foot  vein.  As  mining  on  that  vein  must  necessarily  be 
more  profitable  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  any  extensive  mining  will 
be  done  on  the  lower  and  smaller  vein  until  the  former  is  exhausted. 
If  there  be  eliminated  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  in  this  case,  all  con- 
sideration of  coal  within  the  tract  except  that  which  is  clearly  shown 
to  exist  in  the  seven  foot  vein  in  the  north-west  portion  of  the  tract,  it 
must  still  be  held  that  the  tract  is  far  more  valuable  for  its  coal  than 
for  agricultural  purposes.  It  is  practically  conceded  that  the  tract  is 
of  no  appreciable  value  so  far  as  the  raising  of  crops  of  grain,  hay  or 
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vegetables  is  concerned.  ]S"o  such  crop  has  been  raised  thereon  by 
Davis  or  any  one  else.  The  land  has  a  very  little  value  for  grazing. 
It  is  in  evidence  and  not  successfully  controverted  that  for  such  pur- 
pose it  would  not  be  worth  to  exceed  one  dollar  and  twenty Hve  cents 
per  acre.  The  royalty  on  the  two  acres  of  coal  remaining  in  the  north- 
west part  of  the  tract  is  shown  to  be  worth  at  least  fourteen  hundred 
dollars. 

Although  not  urged  in  argument  before  the  Department,  it  was  urged 
at  the  hearing  that  the  question  of  the  existence  of  coal  on  this  tract 
was  res  judicata  under  the  decision  in  Davis  v.  Tanner  et  al.j  supra. 
The  Department  does  not  accept  this  view  of  the  case.  It  is  well  set- 
tled by  numerous  decisions  in  cases  between  parties  asserting  the  min- 
eral and  agricultural  character  of  public  land,  respectively,  that  a 
departmental  determination  upon  such  subject  is  only  conclusive  up  to 
the  close  of  the  hearing  in  the  particular  case.  Subsequent  explora- 
tion and  development  may  show  that  a  tract  thus  adjudged  to  be  agri- 
cultural is  in  fact  mineral  in  character,  and  upon  due  proof  thereof  in 
due  proceedings  the  Department  will  render  a  new  judgment  in  accord- 
ance with  such  fact.  The  same  general  rule  would  apply  as  well  in  a 
case  where  there  was  a  controversy  as  to  the  boundaries  of  the  land 
with  reference  to  the  mineral  deposits  as  in  a  case  where  there  was  no 
such  controversy.  In  the  former  case  the  question  of  boundaries  would 
simply  constitute  an  additional  element  in  the  determination.  It  might 
or  it  might  not  be  the  controlling  element. 

A  determination  of  the  character  of  land  based  chiefly  or  wholly 
upon  the  acceptance  of  certain  boundaries  which  do  not  inclose  the 
mineral  deposits  is  no  more  permanently  conclusive,  in  the  nature  of 
things,  as  to  the  character  of  the  land,  than  a  determination  of  the 
character  of  land  in  a  case  wherein  there  is  no  dispute  concerning 
boundaries.  As  long  as  the  subject  matter  of  the  controversy,  the  land 
itself,  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  land  department  it  has  the  same 
authority  to  determine  anew  the  boundaries  of  a  tract  of  public  land, 
when  the  question  of  boundaries  is  involved  in  the  question  of  the 
known  character  of  the  land  prior  to  the  issue  of  final  certificate,  as  it 
has  to  determine  any  other  question  within  its  jurisdiction.  The  cor- 
rect determination  of  the  boundaries  of  the  tract  in  controversy  is 
essential  to  the  correct  determination  of  its  character  as  public  land, 
and  therefore  to  the  proper  disposal  of  the  land  under  those  laws  only 
which  relate  to  land  of  its  particular  character. 

Much  of  your  office  decision  is  given  to  the  discussion  of  the  alleged 
antagonism  to  Davis  by  the  Victor  Coal  and  Coke  Company,  and  of  its 
alleged  active  interest  in  the  initiation  and  conduct  of  the  contest  by- 
Wilson.  As  the  attitude  of  the  company  toward  Davis  could  have  no 
important  bearing  upon  the  only  question  now  under  consideration  by 
the  Department,  viz:  the  character  of  the  land,  and  as  Wilson  has 
waived  his  preference  right  of  entry,  thus  occupying  now  only  the 
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status  of  amicus  curiae  in  the  case,  and  leaving  the  case  between  Davis 
and  the  government  only,  neither  the  alleged  antagonism  nor  the 
alleged  interest  in  the  oondnct  of  Wilson's  contest  requires  any  dis- 
cussion here.  It  is  deemed  proper  to  say,  however,  in  passing,  that  a 
very  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  fails  to  disclose  any  sub- 
stantial foundation  for  the  conclusion  reached  in  your  office  decision 
that  the  said  company  or  its  officers  was  or  were,  directly  or  indirectly, 
responsible  for  the  efforts  made  by  the  people  of  Hastings  to  rid  them- 
selves of  the  presence  of  Davis.  These  efforts,  as  the  testimony  shows, 
including  the  statements  of  certain  of  Davis'  own  witnesses,  were 
induced  by  his  persistent  attempts  to  establish  and  conduct  a  saloon 
in  such  manner  and  at  such  point  or  points  in  the  town  of  Hastings 
(one  point  especially  objectionable  being  near  the  public  school  build- 
ing), in  defiance  of  law  and  public  opinion,  as  to  greatly  irritate  the 
people  and  the  authorities  of  the  town,  and  excite  against  him  their 
violent  opposition. 

IS'otwithstanding,  as  your  office  decision  suggests,  no  one  is  now 
claiming  the  tract  in  controversy  under  the  coal  land  laws,  still  the 
land  department  cannot  ignore  the  fact  that  the  same  being  coal  land 
is  not  subject  to  disposal  under  the  homestead  law.  It  was  known  to 
Davis  when  he  made  his  homestead  entry  that  Tanner  had  filed  his 
coal  declaratory  statement  for  the  land.  The  coal  outcrops  thereon 
stood  out  boldly  and  prominently,  and  he  probably  knew  of  the  mine 
Tanner  had  already  opened.  He  cannot  now  justly  complain  if  the 
decision  of  the  Department  is  adverse  to  him.  He  has  done  but  very 
little,  as  evidence  of  good  faith,  in  the  way  of  improving  the  land. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  reversed.  The  entry  of 
Davis  will  be  canceled. 


MINING  CLAIM-TOTVXSITE  PATENT-KNOTFN  LODE. 

Pacific  Slope  Lode  v.  Bxjttb  Townsitb. 

A  townftite  patent  that  in  terms  provides  that  "no  title  shall  be  hereby  acquired  to 
any  mine  ....  or  to  any  valid  mining  claim  or  possession  held  under  existing 
laws  of  Congress/'  does  not  divest  the  Department  of  jnrisdiction  to  snbae- 
qnently  issae  a  patent  for  a  lode  claim  within  the  limits  covered  by  said  townsit« 
patent,  if  at  the  date  of  the  towns! te  entry  snoh  lode  claim  was  known  to  exiflt. 

The  cases  of  the  Paoific  Slope  Lode,  12  L.  D.,  686,  and  the  Cameron  Lode,  13  L.  D., 
369,  overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Comfnisaianer  of  the  General  Land  Ojg^, 
(W.  V.  D.)  December  20^  1897.  (G.  B.  G.) 

On  Febrnary  10, 1897,  Messrs.  Bardett,  Thompson  and  Law  filed  Id 
yonr  office  the  following  commanication : 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  10, 1897. 
Hon.  S.  W.  Lamorbux, 

CommUiioner  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

Sir:  We  have  the  honor  to  call  yonr  attention  to  the  matter  of  mineral  entry  Na 

819  of  John  C.  C.  Thornton  ei  al.,  Helena  land  office,  Montana,  and  to  request  thAt 

patent  thereon  may  be  speedily  ordered  to  issue. 
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The  said  entry  was  allowed  in  1882  and  is  conseqnently  about  fifteen  years  old. 
It  has  been  suspended  because  of  conflict  with  the  Butte  townsite  entry ;  but  at  a 
hearinj^  held  in  1889  to  determine  the  question  whether  or  not  the  said  lode  claim 
was  valuable  and  known  to  exist  prior  to  the  occupation  thereof  for  townsite  pur- 
poses, it  was  proved  that  said  lode  was  valuable,  and  that  it  was  known  to  exist  and 
publicly  worked  for  a  long  time  prior  to  such  occupation. 

Heretofore  the  Honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior  made  recommendation  to  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  that  proceedings  be  instituted  for  the  cancel- 
lation of  the  townsite  patent  as  to  the  tract  in  question,  with  a  view  to  the  issue  of 
patent  on  the  Pacific  Slope  lode.  There  is  on  file  with  the  ease  a  recent  report  of 
the  Attorney  General  showing  that  no  suit  has  been  brought.  In  view  of  the  prin- 
ciple announced  in  the  case  of  the  South  Star  Lode  (On  Review)  20  L.  D.^  204,  such 
suit  is  unnecessary. 

We  respectfully  ask,  therefore,  that  the  said  entry  may  be  relieved  from  suspension 

and  patent  issued  in  accordance  with  the  said  ruling. 

Very  respectfully, 

BuRDBTT,  Thompson  and  Law* 

By  yonr  office  letter  of  February  23, 1897,  the  attention  of  the  Depart- 
ment was  called  to  this  matter,  in  the  following  language  of  description 
and  recommendation : 

I  am  now  in  receipt  of  a  motion  by  resident  counsel  for  the  Pacific  Slope  lode 
claimants,  asking  that  patent  be  issued  for  said  claim  under  the  principle  laid  down 
by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  the  South  Star  Lode,  20  L.  D.,  204. 

Of  course,  if  suit  is  pending  to  vacate  the  Butte  City  townsite  patent  as  to  conflict 
with  said  mining  claim,  favorable  action  upon  said  motion  would  seem  to  be  pre- 
cluded, if  not  by  law,  at  least  by  the  courtesy  due  the  Department  of  Justice. 

I  regard  the  motion  however  as  being  of  sufficient  merit  to  warrant  a  careful  con- 
sideration, under  the  approval  of  the  Department,  provided  no  suit  is  pending. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  have  the  honor  to  recommend  that  the  Honorable 
Attorney  General  be  requested  to  report  the  present  status  of  the  matter  and  that 
he  be  requested,  should  no  suit  be  pending,  to  direct  a  stay  of  all  action  in  the 
Department  of  Justice,  until  said  motion  shall  have  been  passed  upon  by  the 
Department. 

By  departmental  decision  of  June  25, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  686),  it  was  found 
that  the  Pacific  Slope  lode  claim  was  located  and  daly  recorded  on  May 
28, 1874,  in  book  ^^F"  at  page  215  of  the  lode  records  of  the  Summit 
Valley  mining  district,  Montana;  that  the  townsite  entry  of  the  town- 
site  of  Bntte,  Montana,  was  made  July  25,  1876,  and  that  a  patent 
issued  thereon  September  26,  1877;  that  on  April  13, 1882,  the  lode 
claim  entry  was  made,  the  claim  paid  for,  and  the  proprietors  received 
a  receipt  and  certificate  therefor;  that  this  mineral  entry  conflicts  in 
part  with  the  aforesaid  patented  townsite.  It  was  further  found  that 
this  lode  claim  being  based  on  a  record  location  made  prior  to  the  town- 
site  entry,  was  known  to  exist  at  the  date  of  said  townsite  entry. 

On  this  state  of  facts  the  Department  then  said : 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  mineral  claimants  that  the  Department  has 
jarisdiction  to  issue  a  patent  for  the  lode^  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a  patent 
has  already  been  issued  covering  the  surface  embraced  in  the  lode  claim,  maintaining 
that  it  is  not  a  question  of  the  issue  of  a  second  patent  for  the  same  land  since  the 
townsite  patent  expressly  carved  out  and  did  not  purport  to  convey  the  mineral 
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This  contention  is  untenable.  The  ground  contended  for  is  the  same  tbat  is 
ooTered  by  the  townsite  patent,  and,  vrliile  the  townsite  may  be  compelletl  to  ear- 
render  portions  of  its  ground  because  of  the  prior  right  of  the  Pacific.  Slope  lode 
claim,  this  Department  is  not  the  proper  tribunal  in  which  to  seek  that  kind  of 
relief.  The  surface  of  the  ground  included  in  the  patent  of  the  townsite  is  describeil 
by  metes  and  bounds;  no  described  exception  is  found  therein,  and  any  attempt  of 
this  Department  to  issue  a  second  patent  covering  any  part  of  the  surface  described 
in  the  townsite  patent  would  be  without  authority.    (Pikers  Peak  Lode,  10  L.  D.,  20i).) 

Since  It  is  shown  both  by  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing  in  this  case  and 
the  records  of  the  county  wherein  the  land  in  question  is  situated,  that  the  existence 
of  the  Pacific  Slope  lode  claim  was  known  when  the  townsite  entry  was  nia<le  and 
patent  issued,  you  will  prepare  a  proper  record  of  all  the  papers  in  the  case  and 
transmit  the  same  to  this  Department  with  a  view  of  their  transmittal  to  the  Attorney- 
General,  in  order  to  have  a  suit  instituted  in  the  proper  court  to  have  declared  vacated 
so  much  of  the  patent  of  the  townsite  of  Butte  as  includes  the  Pacific  Slope  lode 
claim. 

Said  mineral  entry  will  be  suspended  pending  further  proceedings. 

A  certified  copy  of  the  record  was  transmitted  to  the  Department  by 
your  ofiQce  on  July  25, 1891,  and  on  July  30,  1891,  suit  to  vacate  said 
townsite  patent  as  to  conflict  with  said  mining  claim  was  recommended 
to  the  Department  of  Justice.  Correspondence  on  file  shows  that  this 
suit  was  not  instituted,  and  on  March  30,  1897,  the  Department  of 
Justice  was  requested  to  "take  no  further  action  in  premises  until 
advised  by  this  Department,"  and  youroffice  was  so  notified  by  letter 
of  the  First  Assistant  Attorney  of  April  10,  1897. 

I  have  now  your  office  letter  of  August  17, 1897,  laying  the  matter 
before  the  Department  for  instructions. 

At  the  time  the  aforesaid  departmental  decision  of  June  25,  1891, 
was  rendered,  the  view  here  entertained  was  that  the  issuance  of  a 
patent,  which  conveyed  the  surface  of  the  ground,  deprived  this 
Department  of  all  jurisdiction  to  afterwards  patent  any  title  or  interest 
remaining  to  the  government  beneath  the  surface  of  the  land  so 
patented,  unless  such  reserved  interest  was  specially  described  and 
excepted  by  metes  and  bounds;  and  that  this  was  true,  whether  su<*h 
remaining  interest  was  reserved  by  statute  from  the  operation  of  the 
patent,  or  in  general  terms  by  the  patent  itself,  or  both.  Under  this 
rule  the  remedy  was  in  the  courts :  hence  the  aforesaid  recommendation 
of  a  suit  to  vacate  said  townsite  patent  to  the  extent  of  conflict  with 
the  mineral  location.  This  rule  had  its  chief  support  in  adjudications 
growing  out  of  conflicts  between  placer  and  lode  locations,  it  bein;r 
held  that  a  patent  for  placer  ground,  excepting  in  general  terms  all 
known  lodes  within  the  limits  of  the  surface  ground  covered  by  the 
placer  patent,  terminated  departmental  jurisdiction  as  to  such  known 
lodes. 

In  the  case  of  the  South  Star  Lode  (on  review),  20  L.  D.,  204,  it  was 
held: 

When  it  is  ascertained  hy  Inquiry  instituted  hy  the  Department,  or  determined  by 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  that  a  lode  claim  exists  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  land  covered  by  a  placer  patent,  and  that  such  lode  claim  waa  known  to  exist  at 
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the  date  of  the  application  for  snch  patent,  and  was  not  applied  for,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  land  embraced  in  said  lode  is  reserved  from  the  operation  of  the  conveyance 
by  the  general  terms  of  exception  therein,  and  that  patent  may  issue  therefor,  if  the 
law  has  been  in  other  respects  fully  complied  with. 
The  case  of  the  Pike's  Peak  Lode,  14  L.  D.,  47,  overruled.  (Syllabus.) 

This  case  has  been  followed  in  numerous  adjudicated  cases  since, 
and  is  now  the  well  settled  law  of  the  Department. 

There  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  the  question  decided  in 
the  South  Star  Lode  case  {supra)  and  the  one  here  presented. 

Section  2318  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  provides: 

In  all  cases  lands  valuable  for  minerals  shall  be  reserved  from  sale,  except  as  other- 
wise expressly  directed  by  law. 

And  section  2392,  chapter  eight,  wherein  is  regulated  the  "reserva- 
tion and  sale  of  town-sites  on  the  public  lands,"  provides  that: 

No  title  shall  be  acquired,  under  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  chapter,  to  any 
mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar  or  copper;  or  to  any  valid  mining-claim  or  possession 
held  under  existing  laws. 

If  this  were  all,  it  might  be  argued  with  force  that  the  issuance  of 
the  patent  for  the  Butte  City  townsite  had  the  eff'ect  of  an  adjudication 
by  this  Department  that  no  mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar  or  copper 
existed  within  the  limits  covered  thereby,  and  that  no  valid  mining 
claim  or  possession  was  held  therein  under  existing  law,  and,  therefore, 
the  legal  title  to  everything  within  the  exterior  limits  of  the  patented 
ground  passed  by  that  instrument,  and  it  would  follow  by  a  well  settled 
rnle  of  departmental  construction  that  the  Department  would  be  thereby 
ousted  of  jurisdiction. 

But  the  record  of  the  instrument  itself  has  been  examined,  and  it 
appears  that  the  patent  contains  the  following  reservation,  to  wit: 

No  title  shall  be  hereby  acquired  to  any  mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar  or  copper 
or  to  any  valid  mining  claim  or  possession  held  nnder  existing  laws  of  Congress. 

This  being  so,  the  argument  in  the  South  Star  Lode  case  (supra) 
applies  with  force  to  the  question  here  presented.  The  law  provided 
that  no  title  should  be  acquired  to  this  lode  claim  under  the  townsite 
laws,  and  the  townsite's  evidence  of  title  excepts  it  therefrom. 

There  remains,  therefore,  a  non-patented  and  patentable  interest  in 
the  government. 

If  it  be  suggested  that  the  right  to  the  use  of  town  lots  will  be  seri- 
ously interfered  with  by  the  recognition  and  patenting  of  mining  inter- 
ests therein,  this  is  answered  by  reference  to  section  2386  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  wherein  such  interests  are  distinctly  recognized.  It  is  therein 
provided : 

Where  mineral  veins  are  possessed,  which  possession  is  recognized  by  local  author- 
ity, and  to  the  extent  so  possessed  and  recognized,  the  title  to  town-lots  to  be  acquired 
shall  be  subject  to  such  recognized  possession  and  the  necessary  use  thereof;  but 
nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  recognize  any  color  of 
title  in  possessors  for  mining  purposes  as  against  the  United  States. 
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The  policy  of  the  government  here  being  formulated  in  distinct  legis* 
lativeexpression,  nothing  is  left  for  execative  discretion,  except  an  ascer- 
tainment of  the  facts.    That  has  been  done  in  this  case. 

I  have  therefore  to  direct  that  a  patent  issue  to  the  mineral  claimantB 
herein,  unless  farther  objection  appears. 

The  cases  of  the  Pacific  Slope  Lode  (supra)  and  the  Oameron  Lode 
(13  L.  D.,  369,)  are  overruled,  in  so  far  as  they  conflict  with  the  views 
herein  expressed. 


BATLBOAD  ULSTDS— ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  29,  1800— SOMBSTBAB. 

Weidbbt  ET  AL.  V.  Kboll. 

An  actual  settler  on  lands  embraced  within  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29,  VS90f 
at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  aot,  is  entitled  to  a  preferred  right  of  home- 
stead entry,  and  if  he  dies,  irithout  having  made  snoh  entry,  the  right  aarvires 
to  his  widow,  who  was  also  at  such  time  residing  on  said  land. 

Where  the  widow  in  such  case  makes  homestead  entry,  and  thereafter  throogh  mis- 
take relinquishes  said  entry,  and  purchases  the  land  under  section  3,  of  said  act, 
when  in  fact  not  entitled  to  make  such  purchase,  the  entry  may  be  reinstated 
with  the  right  to  treat  said  purchase  as  a  commutation  thereof  or  perfect  said 
entry  in  the  regular  manner. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerai  Land  Offietj 
(W.  V.  D.)  December  20j  1897.  (C.  J.  W.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  case  is  the  E.  i  of  the  S W. },  and  the  E.  i 
of  lot  1,  and  the  E.  i  of  lot  2  of  the  N  W,  J  of  Sec.  3,  T.  5  N.,  R.  33  B., 
containing  159.31  acres,  in  La  Grande  land  district,  Oregon.  It  was 
granted  to  the  ^N^orthern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and  was  forfeited 
and  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26 
Stat,  496). 

On  September  29, 1890,  John  Kroll  (a  native  of  Germany,  who  had 
declared  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  in  the 
district  coart  of  the  sixth  judicial  district,  for  Noble  connty,  Minnesota, 
on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1874,)  was,  and  for  several  years  previoas 
had  been,  an  actaal  settler  in  good  faith  on  the  land  aforesaid.  He 
died  at  his  residence  on  said  land,  on  Febrnary  27,  1891,  intestate, 
leaving  surviving  him  a  widow,  Mary  Kroll  (or  Krull),  and  four  chil- 
dren, Julia  Weidert,  Anton  Kroll^  Lorenz  Kroll,  and  Marie  Kreigel,  all 
of  full  age,  his  only  heirs  at  law. 

On  March  21, 1891,  Mary  Kroll  (or  Krull),  who  had  resided  with  her 
husband  on  said  land  irom  the  time  of  their  settlement  until  his  death, 
and  who  was  therefore  there  September  29, 1890,  made  homestead  entry, 
No.  5100  of  the  same,  alleging  in  her  homestead  affidavit: 

That  I  made  settlement  on  said  tract  on  February  12,  1885,  and  have  resided  on 
said  tract  ever  since,  and  have  made  improvements  thereon,  consisting  of  hooae, 
weU,  and  two  miles  of  fencing,  and  that  the  value  of  the  same  ia  $900. 
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On  September  22,  1891,  she  filed  a  relinqnishment  of  lier  said  boni%>. 
stead  entry,  and  on  the  same  day  she  purchasecl,  and  made  cash  entry. 
No.  4896,  of  the  same  land  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  September 
29,  1890. 

On  May  2, 1892,  Julia  Weidert  (the  wife  of  John  Weidert,  and  the 
youngest  child  of  John  Kroll,  deceased),  on  behalf  of  herself  and  her 
sister  and  brothers,  above  named,  filed  her  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  cash  entry,  alleging,  in  substance,  that  John  Kroll  made  settle- 
ment upon  the  land  in  1886,  and  resided  thereon  until  the  time  of  his 
death  (February  27, 1891),  and  had  made  valuable  improvements  with 
the  intent  to  purchase  under  a  general  license  from  the  railroad  com- 
pany when  it  should  have  earned  the  lands;  that  affiant  and  three 
others  named  are  the  children  and  heirs  of  said  John  Kroll,  deceased, 
and  are  over  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and  entitled  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  September  29, 1890; 
that  Mary  Kroll  never  settled  upon  said  tract,  and  was  never  in  pos- 
session of  the  same  in  any  manner  at  all  on  September  29, 1890,  or  at 
any  time  prior  thereto;  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  make  cash  entry, 
No.  4896,  either  in  her  own  right,  or  as  the  widow  of  John  Kroll, 
deceased;  that  said  entry  is  in  fraud  of  contestants'  rights  as  heirs; 
that,  on  March  21, 1891,  Mary  Kroll,  with  intent  to  defraud  said  heirs, 
made  homestead  entry  of  said  land,  and  thereafter  advertised  to  make 
final  proof  on  September  8, 1891;  that  on  said  day  affiant  appeared 
as  one  of  the  heirs  and  protested  against  the  acceptance  of  said  proof; 
that  thereupon  defendant  relinquished  said  homestead  entry,  and  made 
cash  entry,  No.  4896. 

On  the  charges  as  above  outlined,  contestants  asked  for  a  hearing,  to 
the  end  that  said  cash  entry  be  canceled  and  they  be  allowed  to  pur- 
chase under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890. 

By  letter  ("H")  of  September  15, 1892,  your  office  directed  the  local^ 
officers  to  order  a  hearing.  After  the  hearing,  the  local  officers  recom- 
mended that  the  contest  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  widow's  cash  entry. 
No.  4896,  be  held  intact.  On  February  26, 1894,  your  office  reversed 
said  decision,  and  held  said  entry  for  cancellation.  The  widow  has 
appealed  to  this  Department. 

It  is  proved  that  in  the  year  1885  John  Kroll  and  Mary  Kroll,  his 
wife,  established  their  residence  on  the  land  in  contest.  They  went 
upon  it  on  the  invitation  of  John  Weidert,  the  husband  of  the  contest- 
ant, Julia  Weidert,  he  then  having  more  land  than  he  could  hold. 
They  remained  upon  the  land  until  February  10, 1888,  when  Weidert 
and  his  wife  asserted  claim  to  it,  whereupon  John  Kroll  took  a  quitclaim 
deed  from  them  to  all  right  they  might  have  in  the  land,  the  consider- 
ation expressed  in  the  deed  being  two  hundred  dollars.  From  that  time 
forward  John  E^oll  and  Mary  continued  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate 
the  land  as  actual  settlers  until  the  death  of  John,  on  February  27, 1891. 
It  appears  that  when  the  old  people  settled  upon  the  land,  they  had 
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between*  six  and  seven  hundred  dollars  in  money.  John  Weidert  and 
his  wife  got  two  hundred  dollars  of  it  in  consideration  for  their  quit- 
claim deed,  and  Weidert  borrowed  from  them  four  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars.  John  Kroll  was  upwards  of  seventy  years  of  age  and  feeble; 
could  do  no  work  of  any  consequence;  his  wife,  Mary,  was  twelve  years 
younger,  and  in  good  health.  She  attended  to  all  business  and  rented 
out  the  farm ;  she  at  the  date  of  the  hearing  had  exhausted  her  resources, 
except  forty  dollars,  loaned  out. 

There  are  three  classes  of  persons  who  are  protected  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  forfeiture  act  aforesaid.  The  second  section  confers  a 
preference  right  of  entry  upon  actual  settlers  in  good  faith  on  lands 
covered  by  it,  on  making  claim  under  the  homestead  laws  and  this  act. 
The  third  section  provides  for  qualified  citizens  of  the  Unit^  Stiites, 
who  may  not  be  actual  settlers,  but  who  are  in  possession  of  lands, 
under  deed,  written  contract  with,  or  license  from  the  State  or  corpora- 
tion, claiming  it  under  a  legislative  grant,  or  its  assignees,  executed 
prior  to  January  1, 1888,  or  where  persons  may  have  settled  on  said 
lands  with  the  bona  fids  intent  to  secure  title  thereto  by  purchase  from 
the  State  or  corporation  when  earned  by  compliance  with  the  condi- 
tions or  requirements  of  the  granting  acts  of  Congress.  Thus,  two 
classes  are  entitled  to  purchase  under  the  third  section  of  the  act: 
First,  those  who  are  in  possession,  actual  or  constructive,  under  deed, 
written  contract,  or  license;  and,  second,  settlers  who  settled  with  bona 
fide  intent  to  secure  title  from  the  State  or  corporation  to  which  the 
grant  was  made. 

That  your  office  concluded  John  Kroll  belonged  to  one  or  the  other 
of  the  classes  last  named  is  apparent,  but  it  does  not  distinctly  apx>ear 
which  one.  If  he  belonged  to  neither,  then  it  follows  that,  withont 
regard  to  the  rights  of  Mary  Kroll,  the  widow  of  John  Kroll,  his  heirs 
would  have  no  right  to  purchase  under  said  section.  First,  then,  was 
John  Kroll  in  possession  of  the  land  under  a  deed,  written  contract^  or 
license  from  the  railroad  company,  executed  prior  to  January  1, 1888, 
made  directly  to  him  or  assigned  to  him.  It  is  sufiicient  to  say  that 
the  best  evidence  of  such  deed,  written  contract,  or  license,  is  the  instrn- 
ment  itself,  and  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible,  to  show  such 
deed  or  contract,  or  the  contents  thereof,  until  it  is  first  shown  that  it 
is  not  in  the  power  of  the  party  offering  secondary  evidence  to  offer  the 
paper  itself.  In  this  ease,  the  existence  of  a  license,  the  contents  of  it, 
and  its  assignment  (which  assignment  must  have  been  in  writing  also), 
are  attempted  to  be  shown  by  the  parol  testimony  of  the  husband  of  tlie 
contestant,  and  without  laying  any  foundation  for  secondary  evidence, 
or  showing  any  effort  made  to  secure  the  paper  itself.  The  administra- 
tor of  John  Kroll  was  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  heirs,  and  adverse 
to  the  right  of  the  widow  to  enter  the  land,  and  was  a  witness  at  the 
hearing,  and  was  neither  asked  to  produce  this  paper  nor  to  state  if  he 
knew  of  its  existence.    Mary  Kroll  was  a  witness,  nor  is  any  question 
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asked  of  her  as  to  the  existence  of  snch  paper  or  any  knowledge  which 
she  might  have  of  it. 

A  copy  of  the  quitclaim  deed,  executed  by  John  Weidert  and  his  wife 
Julia  to  John  Kroll,  is  appended  to  the  record  as  an  exhibit,  and  was 
in  evidence  at  the  hearing.  It  makes  no  reference  to  any  license  or 
contract  with  the  railroad  company;  it  affords  no  support  to  the  theory 
that  KroU  was  in  possession  as  aii  assignee  under  the  railroad  com- 
pany. One  of  the  parties  to  this  transaction  is  dead,  and  can  not  be 
heard,  and  to  allow  the  other  party  to  say  verbally  what  the  character 
of  the  transaction  was,  when  the  law  requires  that  it  should  be  in  writ- 
ing, would  be  a  most  dangerous  precedent,  as  well  as  violative  of  the 
rules  of  evidence.  There  is,  therefore,  no  legal  evidence  in  the  record 
showing  that  John  Kroll  was  in  possession  of  the  land  as  a  transferee 
of  a  license  from  the  railroad  company,  and  therefore  entitled  to  pur- 
chase under  the  third  section  of  the  act  aforesaid. 

But  did  he  belong  to  the  other  class  of  persons  who  might  purchase 
under  this  section? 

The  testimony  of  Weidert  himself  contradicts  the  theory  that  he 
(Kroll)  did,  and  the  theory  insisted  upon  has  no  sufficient  support  in 
the  record.  On  page  32  of  the  record,  Weidert  says:  "We  almost 
knew  it  (meaning  the  land)  would  fall  back  to  the  government  and 
come  out  forfeited  land."  Keferring  to  Kroll,  Weidert  says,  he  felt  con- 
fident it  would  be  government  land  and  he  could  get  it  for  one  dollar 
and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre.  This  is  not  evidence  of  a  bona  fide 
intent  to  purchase  from  the  railroad  company,  but  from  the  govern- 
ment* The  couclusion  reached  is  that  Kroll  was  not  a  settler  with  a 
view  to  obtain  title  to  the  land  from  the  railroad.  He  belonged  to 
neither  class  described  in  the  third  section  of  the  act,  and  as  he 
acquired  no  right  under  it,  none  descended  to  his  heirs.  It  must  be 
held,  however,  that  Mary  Kroll  shows  no  right  as  a  purchaser  under 
said  third  section  of  the  act. 

The  fact  that  John  Kroll  lived  for  nearly  six  months  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  forfeiture  act,  and  took  no  step  to  predicate  a  claim  to  the 
land  as  a  purchaser  from  the  railroad,  is  in  harmony  with  the  theory 
that  he  did  not  make  settlement  with  a  view  to  purchasing  from  the 
railroad  company.  When  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  took  effect,  it 
operated  to  release  the  land  in  question  from  the  withdrawal  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  and  to  restore  it 
to  the  public  domain.  At  that  time  Kroll  and  his  wife  were  bona  fide 
settlers  residing  upon  the  land,  and  he  had  a  preference  right  to  enter, 
but  failing  to  do  so,  the  right  survived  to  his  widow,  and  she  might  so 
enter  it.  She  did,  in  fact,  make  such  entry.  She  is  an  uneducated 
woman.  She  was  sixty  years  old  in  1893.  She  can  not  write  her  name. 
She  was  obliged  to  testify  through  an  interpreter.  In  consequence  of 
a  mistake,  for  which  she  was  not  responsible,  and  by  which  she  should 
pot  be  injured,  she  was  induced  on  September  21, 1891,  to  relinquish 
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her  homestead  entry,  and  to  make  cash  entry  by  porchaae  under  see- 
tion  3  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890,  as  hereinbefore  stated.  The 
circnmstances  under  which  she  relinquished  her  homestead  entry  and 
substituted  an  entry  by  cash  purchase  on  September  21, 1891,  forbid 
that  she  should  be  prejudiced  by  said  mistake. 

It  is,  therefore,  directed  that  her  homestead  entry  of  March  21, 1891, 
be  reinstated,  and  that  she  be  allowed  to  withdraw  her  said  relinquish- 
ment thereof.  If  within  a  reasonable  time  she  so  elects,  the  cash  entry 
made  by  her  as  aforesaid  may  be  treated  as  a  commutation  of  her  rein- 
stated homestead  entry,  upon  proper  showing  in  that  behalf,  or  in 
default  of  such  election,  the  cash  entry  will  be  canceled,  and  she  will  be 
allowed  to  perfect  her  homestead  in  the  regular  way. 

Your  ofUce  decision  is  hereby  modified,  in  accordance  with  the  fore- 
going directions. 


ENTBY-KIGirr  OF  AMENDMENT-AI>VERSB  CLAIM. 

Cawood  V.  Dumas. 

The  right  of  »  settler  to  amend  his  entry  so  that  it  shall  correspond  with  his  settle- 
ment;  where  by  mistake  he  has  misdescribed  the  laud,  is  not  defeated  by  an 
intervening  adverse  claim,  if  the  applicant  for  the  right  of  amendment  shows 
priority  of  settlement,  dne  compliance  with  law,  and  does  not  appear  by  any  act 
of  his  own  to  have  misled  the  adverse  claimant. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
( W.  V.  D.)  December  20^  1897.  (E,  B.,  jr.) 

In  the  above  entitled  case  the  Department,  on  May  14, 1896  (22  L.  D., 
585),  held  that  Cawood  could  not  be  allowed  to  amend  his  homestead 
entry,  made  September  25, 1891,  for  the  NE.  J  of  section  15,  T.  15  N., 
B.  1  £.,  Gathrie,  Oklahoma,  land  district,  so  as  to  take,  in  lieu  of  the 
land  above  described,  the  KE.  \  of  section  22,  same  township  and  range 
(he  having  settled  upon  and  intended  to  enter  the  latter  tract,  the  entry 
of  the  former  having  been  dae  solely  to  mistake  in  description),  even 
though  he  were  the  prior  settler  on  the  latter  tract,  for  the  reason  that 
the  latter  tract  had  been  entered  on  September  28, 1891,.  by  Dumas,  and 
to  allow  the  amendment  would  be  to  unjustly  deprive  Dumas  of  his 
right  to  the  land  in  controversy.  A  motion  by  Cawood  for  review  was 
denied  on  December  23, 1896. 

On  February  6,  1897,  Cawood  filed  a  petition  invoking  the  super- 
visory authority  of  the  Secretary,  wherein  he  urged  that  the  Depart- 
ment having  conceded  that  he  was  the  prior  settler  on  the  land  in 
controversy,  and  his  priority  of  settlement  being  also  established  by 
the  evidence,  the  Department  should  have  directed  the  cancellation  of 
Dumas'  entry  and  have  allowed  the  said  aniendment.  The  petition 
was  entertained  Auprust  23, 1897,  and  the  entertaining  order  having 
been  complied  with,  the  case  comes  up  again  for  consideration. 
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Upon  carefal  examination  of  the  record  it  is  disclosed  that  the  facts 
stated  in  the  decision  of  May  14, 1896,  aupra^  are  substantially  correct, 
except  that  the  tracts  above  described  were  not  opened  to  settlement 
on  April  22,  but  at  noon  of  September  22, 1891,  and  that  Damas  was 
not  aged  sixty-four  years,  but  about  thirty-three  years,  at  that  time. 
The  age  of  an  elderly  companion  of  his  in  the  race,  one  Franklin,  was 
erroneously  given  for  that  of  Dumas. 

.As  the  result  of  the  hearing  between  the  parties  in  February,  1893, 
the  local  office  decided  that  Gawood  was  the  prior  settler  on  the  land  in 
controversy,  and,  in  effect,  that  the  mistake  in  describing  the  land  was 
not  due  to  any  fault  of  his,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  Dumas' 
entry  and  that  Gawood  be  allowed  to  amend  his  entry  so  as  to  embrace 
the  tract  actually  settled  upon  by  him.  This  decision  of  the  local  office 
was  affirmed  by  your  office. 

The  decision  of  the  Department  «ifpra,  reversing  your  office  decision, 
assumes  that  the  finding  of  facts,  both  by  your  office  and  the  local  office, 
as  to  the  absence  of  fault  on  Oawood's  part  in  misdescribing  the  land, 
and  as  to  priority  of  settlement  thereon  by  Gawood,  is  correct.  It  is 
proper  to  remark  in  parsing,  that  it  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the 
record,  that  the  local  officers  who  heard  the  witnesses  testify  were  not 
the  same  local  officers  who  rendered  the  decision  in  the  case,  and,  as 
urged  by  counsel  for  Dumas,  your  office  was  therefore  in  error  in  giving 
any  weight  to  the  local  officers'  decision  on  the  ground  that  they  saw 
and  heard  the  witnesses. 

As  hereinbefore  indicated,  the  testimony  has  been  now  carefully 
examined.  It  convinces  the  Department  both  that  Gawood  was  the 
prior  settler  upon  the  tract  he  claims,  and  that  he  was  not  in  fault  in 
misdescribing  the  same.  Eelative  to  the  misdescription,  it  appears 
that  Gawood,  while  hunting  the  corners  of  his  claim,  on  the  day  after 
the  opening,  found  a  witness  tree  on  said  section  15,  near  the  northeast 
corner  of  the  tract  he  had  settled  upon.  One  Smith,  in  whose  com- 
pany Gawood  then  was,  examined  the  markings  on  the  tree  and  told 
Gawood  that  these  markings  showed  his  claim  to  be  the  ]!^E.  \  of  said 
section  fifteen.  Gawood,  being  himself  an  illiterate  man,  relying  upon 
Smith's  statements,  went  at  once  to  Guthrie  to  make  entry  of  his  claim, 
and,  as  already  indicated,  misdescribed  it  in  his  entry  papers. 

Section  2372  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  or,  more  accurately,  the  last 
clause  thereof,  is  cited  in  said  decision  as  authority  for  denying  Gawood's 
application  to  amend  his  entry.    The  section  provides  as  follows : 

In  all  cases  of  an  entry  hereafter  made,  of  a  tract  of  land  not  intended  to  be  entered, 
by  a  mistake  of  the  true  numbers  of  the  tract  intended  to  be  entered,  where  the  tract, 
thns  erroneously  entered,  does  not,  in  quantity,  exceed  one  half-section,  and  where  the 
certificate  of  the  original  purchaser  has  not  been  assigned,  or  his  right  in  any  way 
transferred,  the  purchaser,  or,  in  case  of  his  death,  the  legal  representatives,  not 
being  assignees  or  transferees,  may,  in  any  case  coming  within  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  file  his  own  affidavit,  with  such  additional  evidence  as  can  be  procnrtd^ 
showing  the  mistake  of  the  numbers  of  the  tract  intended  to  be  entered,  and  thai 
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every  reasonable  precaution  and  exertion  had  been  used  to  avoid  the  error,  with  the 
register  and  receiver  of  the  land  district  within  which  such  tract  of  land  is  situated, 
who  shall  transmit  the  evidence  submitted  to  them  in  each  case,  together  with  their 
written  opinion,  both  as  to  the  existence  of  the  mistake  and  the  credibility  of  each 
person  testifying  thereto,  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  who,  if 
he  be  entirely  satisfied  that  the  mistake  has  been  made,  and  that  every  reasonable 
precaution  and  exertion  had  been  made  to  avoid  it,  is  authorized  to  change  the  entry, 
and  transfer  the  payment  from  the  tract  erroneously  entered,  to  that  intended  to  be 
entered,  if  unsold;  but,  if  sold,  to  any  other  tract  liable  to  entry;  but  the  oath  of 
the  person  interested  shall  in  no  case  be  deemed  sufficient,  in  the  absence  of  other 
corroborating  testimony,  to  authorize  any  such  change  of  entry;  nor  shall  anything 
herein  contained  affect  the  right  of  third  persons. 

That  statute,  passed  in  1824  (4  Stat.,  31),  and  primarily  applicable 
only  to  cash  entries  of  public  lands,  is  not,  therefore,  in  strictissima 
verba,  applicable  to  the  present  case,  yet,  as  was  said  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  timber  culture  case  of  Ohristoph  Nitsohka  (7  L.  D.,  155), 

the  reason  thereof  may  be  appropriately  applied  to  such  cases,  and  ....  a  rule 
similar  to  that  contained  in  section  2372  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relative  to  mistakes, 
may  properly  be  and  should  be  applied  to  timber  culture  cases,  and  not  only  to  tim- 
ber culture  cases,  but  to  all  classes  of  claims,  to  which  it  is  not  made  specifically 
applicable  by  said  section  of  the  law. 

Circular  instructions  making  a  rule  similar  to  that  of  said  section 
2372  of  general  application  were  issued  January  11, 1889  (8  L.  D.,  187), 
and  are  still  in  force.  Such  rule,  therefore,  instead  of  the  express  pro- 
visions of  section  2372,  is  to  be  applied  to  the  present  case.  In  connec- 
tion therewith  is  also  to  be  applied  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May 
14,  1880  (21  Stat.,  140),  which  reads : 

.  That  any  settler  who  has  settled,  or  who  shall  hereafter  settle,  on  any  of  the  pub- 
lic lands  of  the  United  States,  whether  surveyed  or  unsnrveyed,  with  the  intention 
of  claiming  the  same  under  the  homestead  laws,  shall  be  allowed  the  same  time  to 
file  his  homestead  application  and  perfect  his  original  entry  in  the  United  States 
land  office  as  is  now  allowed  to  settlers  under  the  pre-emption  laws  to  put  their  claims 
on  record,  and  his  right  shall  relate  back  to  the  date  of  settlement,  the  same  as  if  he 
settled  under  the  pre-emption  laws. 

The  purpose  of  the  said  rule  evidently  is  to  enable  one,  who,  notwith- 
standing he  had  used  reasonable  care  to  ascertain  the  true  description 
of  the  tract  he  was  entitled  to  enter,  had  by  mistake  described  another 
tract,  to  change  his  entry  to  the  tract  he  intended  to  enter,  provided 
no  adverse  right  had  in  the  meantime  attached  thereto.  So  long  as 
Cawood,  as  the  prior  settler,  duly  complied  with  the  law,  no  adverse 
right  could  attach  to  the  land.  His  application  to  amend  appears  to 
have  been  made  in  apt  time. 

It  appearing  that  Cawood  did  not  intend  to  enter  the  land  in  section 
fifteen,  and  that  his  mistake  in  the  attempt  to  describe  the  land  he 
claimed  was  excusable,  he  would  have  been  entitled,  had  he  so  elected, 
to  have  had  his  entry  now  of  record  canceled  without  prejudice  to  his 
right  to  make  another  entry.  In  the  absence  of  a  valid  adverse  claim 
to  the  land  in  controversy,  he  would,  upon  such  cancellation,  be  en- 
titled, if  duly  qualified  as  a  homesteader,  to  enter  that  land.    If  he  was 
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entitlecl,  therefore,  to  make  entry  of  tbat  land  wlien  he  made  the  mis- 
taken entry,  he  is  still  entitled  to  make  entry  therefor,  nnless  he  has 
forfeited  his  right  to  the  land  by  laches,  or  by  some  act  or  representa- 
tion has  so  misled  Dumas  as  to  raise  against  himself  an  estoppel  in 
Dumas'favor.  If  Gawood  had  made  no  entry,  the  only  question  in  this 
case  would  be  (1)  whether  he  was  the  prior  settler  on  the  land,  and,  if 
he  was,  (2)  whether  he  had  complied  with  the  homestead  law  since. 
The  first  question  has  already  been  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

When  Gawood  started  for  Guthrie  on  September  23d,  as  above  stated, 
he  left  his  stake  with  his  flag  thereon,  a  board,  on  which  was  written 
his  name,  driven  in  the  ground,  the  stakes  which  had  supported  his 
temporary  tent,  and  his  foundation  of  poles,  on  the  land  at  the  place 
where  he  made  settlement.  Returning  to  the  land  September  27, 1891, 
after  making  entry  therefor,  as  he  supposed,  he  at  once  commenced 
making  permanent  improvements  thereon  and  continued  to  reside 
thereon  and  improve  the  same  up  to  the  time  of  the  hearing,  having 
moved  his  family  to  the  claim  in  October,  1801.  At  the  time  of  the 
hearing  he  had  on  the  claim  a  house  of  hewn  logs,  sixteen  by  twenty- 
two  feet,  a  new  house,  not  so  large  as  the  other,  nearly  completed,  about 
thirty  acres  broken  on  which  he  had  already  raised  a  crop,  a  stable, 
corncrib,  and  other  outbuildings — all  valued  at  about  five  hundred 
dollars.  It  would  appear,  therefore,  relative  to  the  second  question, 
that  Gawood  had  fully  complied  with  the  homestead  law  since  his  set- 
tlement. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  Dumas  should  have  had  actual  notice  of 
Cawood's  settlement  when  the  former  attempted  to  make  his  settlement, 
as  seems  to  have  been  the  holding  in  the  decision  denying  the  motion 
for  review  in  this  case,  but  only  that  Gawood's  acts  of  settlement  were 
sufficient  to  have  gi\en  Dumas  notice.  In  the  case  of  Trainor  v,  Stitzel 
(7  L.D.,387),  cited,  it  happened  that  Stitzel  had  actual  notice,  and  the 
case  was  decided  ac«rordhig  to  the  facts  there.  But  it  does  not  follow 
therefrom  that  the  i)rior  settler  in  any  case  like  the  one  at  bar,  must 
give  actual  notice  of  his  settlement.  Dumas,  it  appears,  was  absent 
from  the  land  from  September  25, 1891,  until  some  time  in  November 
following.     When  he  returned  he  found  Gawood  on  the  land. 

When  Gawood,  on  October  10,  1891,  discovered  that  he  had  misde- 
scribed  the  land  he  claimed,  he  was  prompt  to  apply  to  amend  his  entry, 
tiling  ap])lication  therefor  two  days  afterward.  This  application  was 
far  within  the  time  allowed  him  by  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May 
14,  1880,  supra^  to  make  entry.  He  did  all  he  could  do  to  rectify  his 
mistake,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  Dumas  was  misled  in  any  way  by 
any  act  or  representation  of  Gawood. 

The  cases  of  Brown  v.  West  (3  L.  D.,  413)  and  Gallicotte  v.  Gear  (24 

L.  D.,  135)  are  directly  in  point  in  support  of  the  views  herein  expressed. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  discuss  and  exphiin  the  inapplicability  of 

most  of  the  numerous  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  Dumas.    It  is  suffi- 
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cient  tbat  none  of  them  controvert  the  conclasion  reached  in  this  case. 
The  cases  that  are  applicable  are  in  Oawood's  favor. 

The  decision  of  May  14,  1896,  supra^  must  be  recalled  and  vacated, 
and  the  decision  of  your  office  in  this  case  affirmed;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


HoLGOMB  t7.  State  of  Califobnla. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  January  18, 1897  (24 
L.  D.,  2^)j  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Byan,  December  20, 1897. 


BAILBOAI>  6BANT-SETTLEMENT  CLAIM— ACT  OF  JXTSCR  89,  1874, 

BiaABEL  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Co. 

A  homestead  settler,  who  by  alienation  of  the  land  has  disqualified  himself  as  so 
entry  man,  is  not  entitled  to  relief  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  22, 1874,  extending  the 
time  for  the  completion  of  certain  railroads  in  Minnesota,  and  protecting  the 
rights  of  settlers  prior  thereto. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  OeneraX  Land  Office^  December 
W,  V.  D.)  21^  1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

Charles  W.  Bigarel  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  yonr  oflBce  of 
May  9, 1896,  in  the  case  of  said  Bigarel  against  the  St.  Paul,  Miune* 
apolis  and  Manitoba  Eailway  Company,  rejecting  his  homestead  appli- 
cation for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  35,  T.  131  N.,  E.  14  W.,  St  Cloud  land 
district,  Minnesota. 

The  record  history  of  the  case  is  stated  in  your  office  decision  as  fol- 
lows: Said  tract  is  within  the  twenty  miles  indemnity  limits  common 
to  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba,  main  line,  and  the  St.  Yin- 
cent  Extension  Bailways.  It  was  selected  for  the  St.  Vincent  grant, 
November  25, 1873,  and  certified  to  the  State  for  said  grant  April  30, 
1874.  But  this  certification  was  revoked  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, November  14, 1874. 

On  June  23, 1880,  the  governor  of  Minnesota,  under  the  act  of  the 
legislature  of  the  State,  approved  March  1, 1877  (Special  Laws  of  Min- 
nesota, 1877,  p.  257),  executed  a  deed  of  reconveyance  to  the  United 
States  for  said  laud,  for  the  benefit  of  Charles  W.  Bigarel. 

On  April  3, 1883,  your  office  having  no  knowledge  respecting  the 
reconveyance  of  the  land  for  Bigarel's  benefit,  again  listed  the  land  for 
the  purpose  of  the  railway  grant.  The  listing  was  re-approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  April  3, 1883,  aud  patent  was  issued  thereon 
April  23, 1883,  for  the  benefit  of  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  Kailway 
Company,  and  the  same  was  conveyed  by  the  State  to  the  said  company, 
May  9, 1883. 

On  October  16, 1889,  Charles  W.  Bigarel's  application  to  make  home- 
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stead  entry  for  the  said  tract  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  because 
of  conflict  with  said  company's  claim;  and  he  appealed  to  yoar  office. 

Accompanying  the  application  of  Bigarel  to  make  homestead  entry 
is  the  evidence  submitted  by  him  to  the  State  Board  in  1879,  iu  support 
of  his  application  for  the  relief  aflbrded  by  the  State  law  of  1877,  from 
which  it  appears  that  he  settled  on  the  said  land  in  1873,  and  has  been 
continuously  residing  thereon  from  that  time,  and  your  office  held  that 
Bigarel  is  entitled  to  relief  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  203), 
providing  for  an  extension  of  time  for  the  completion  of  sjiid  St.  Vin- 
cent Extension  and  other  railway  lines  in  Minnesota,  and  cited  the  cases 
of  Tronnes  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Eailway  Company 
(18  L.  D.,  201),  and  Ellingson  v.  the  same  (21  L.  D.,  254). 

On  June  6, 1894,  Bigarel's  case  was  examined  by  your  office,  and  it 
appearing  that  the  railway  company  was  not  present  or  represented  at 
the  time,  he  submitted  his  proof  before  the  State  Board,  and  in  order 
that  all  parties  might  be  heard  in  the  matter,  the  local  officers  were 
directed  to  order  a  hearing,  with  notice  to  Bigarel  and  the  railway  com- 
pany of  the  time  and  place  for  the  same,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  precise  condition  of  said  N  W.  J,  Sec.  35,  T.  131  N.,  E.  44  W.,  as  to 
occupancy  and  residence  by  Bigarel  at  and  subsequent  to  said  act 
approved  June  22, 1874. 

A  hearing  was  had,  September  20, 1894,  all  parties  in  interest  being 
present;  and,  upon  the  testimony  taken,  the  local  officers  decided  that 
Bigarel  should  be  allowed  to  enter  the  land;  from  which  the  company 
appealed  to  your  office. 

The  testimony  shows  that  Bigarel  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  a  qualified  homestead  claimant;  that  he  settled  on  this  land  in 
June,  1873,  and  continued  to  reside  thereon  and  cultivate  a  crop  every 
season  until  1889,  when  he  made  application  to  enter  the  land  under 
the  homestead  law,  and  initiated  the  present  contest. 

It  appearing  that  Bigarel  was  a  settler  on  the  land  June  22, 1874, 
the  date  of  the  act  extending  the  time  for  the  completion  of  the  said 
road  (18  Stat.,  203),  your  office  held  that  his  rights  as  an  actual  settler 
were  saved  and  secured  thereunder,  the  same  as  if  said  land  had  never 
been  granted  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  said  railroad. 

The  time  within  which  the  said  road  should  have  been  built  under 
the  granting  act,  and  the  extension  of  June  22, 1874,  expired  March  3, 
1876.  The  road  not  having  been  completed,  the  State  of  Minnesota, 
by  act  of  its  legislature,  dated  March  1, 1877,  extended  the  time  on 
condition  that  the  company  or  corporation  taking  the  benefits  thereof 
should  not  acquire,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  right,  title,  interest,  claim 
or  demand  in  or  to  any  tract  or  parcel  of  land  within  its  granted  or 
indemnity  limits,  to  which  legal  and  full  title  had  not  been  peifected 
in  said  company  or  its  successors  or  assigns. 

At  the  date  of  this  act,  the  land  in  question  had  not  been  patented 
to  the  State,  and  Bigarel  having  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State 
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Board  of  Comniissioners  that  he  had  been  an  actual  settler  on  the  land 
since  June,  1873,  the  governor  made  the  deed  of  relinquishment,  in  his 
favor,  as  aforesaid.  But  Bigarel  did  not  make  his  homestead  applica- 
tion for  the  land  until  October,  1889.  In  the  meantime,  it  bad  been 
approved  and  patented  to  the  State,  and  by  the  Stiite  to  the  railroad 
company.  And  by  papers  filed  at  the  hearing,  it  is  shown  that  Bigarei 
purchased  the  tract  in  question,  and  the  FE.  ^  of  said  Sec.  35,  T.  131 
IJ.,  R.  44  W.,  from  the  railroad  company,  October  4, 1883,  and  received 
a  deed  for  the  same.  And  on  April  22, 1892,  he  and  his  wife  trans* 
ferred  the  land  by  warranty  deed  to  one  £.  J.  Webber,  who  is  now  in 
possession  of  the  same.    Your  office  held  that 

Bigarel,  by  his  alienation  of  the  land  by  sale  to  Webber,  whatever  right  he  hith- 
erto may  have  had  under  his  homestead  claim,  disqualified  himself  as  a  homestead 
claimant  under  sections  2290  and  2291  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  forfeited  bis 
right  to  relief  under  the  act  of  Juno  22, 1874;  that  the  sale  to  Webber  being  a  direct 
and  absolute  alienation  of  the  land,  disqualified  him  irom  making  the  affidavits 
required  under  the  sections  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  referred  to. 

And  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  said  NW.  ^  of 
Sec.  35,  T.  131  N.,  E.  44  W.,  was  rejected  by  your  office  decision. 

There  appears  to  be  no  error  in  the  decision  of  your  office. 

By  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  svpray  the  time  for  the  completion  of  the 
road  was  extended,  upon  the  following  conditions: 

That  all  rights  of  actual  settlers  and  their  grantees  who  have  heretofore  in  good 
faith  entered  upon  and  actually  resided  on  any  of  said  lands  prior  to  the  passage  of 
this  act,  or  who  otherwise  have  legal  rights  in  any  of  such  lauds,  shall  be  saved  and 
secured  to  such  settlers  or  such  other  persons  in  all  respects  the  same  as  if  said 
lauds  had  never  been  granted  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  said  lines  of  railroad. 

The  deed  to  Webber  is  a  warranty  deed  from  Charles  W.  Bigarel 
and  wife  to  E.  J.  Webber.  In  explanation  of  the  deed,  Bigarel  testi- 
fied that  he  went  to  Webber  and  told  him  of  the  existence  of  a  mort- 
gage on  the  land  and  of  certain  other  debts;  and  asked  him  to  step  in 
and  help  him  lift  the  indebtedness;  that  Webber  took  the  matter 
under  consideration  and  finally  proposed  that  Bigarel  should  give  him 
(Webber)  a  deed  of  the  land,  and  that  he  (Webber)  and  wife  would 
give  Bigarel  a  contract  to  recouvey  to  him  one  half  the  property  when 
the  indebtedness  was  paid;  that  he  accepted  said  proj)osal;  conveyed 
the  land  to  Webber  and  received  from  the  latter  a  contract  for  the 
reconveyance  of  one  half  of  the  land  when  the  indebtedness  was  paid; 
that  he  (Bigarel)  went  east  during  the  following  spring,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  raising  money  to  buy  Webber  out;  that  while  there  he  traded 
his  contract  to  one  Thayer,  and  that  Webber  subsequently  bought  tbe 
contract  from  Thayer  for  little  or  nothing. 

It  thus  appears  from  Bigarel's  own  statement  that  the  absolute  title 
to  the  land  is  now  in  Webber,  as  be  not  only  holds  Bigarel's  deed,  but 
also  the  contract  given  by  him  to  Bigarel.  The  amount  of  the  consid- 
eration passing  from  Webber  to  Tliayer  is  of  no  consequence  to  Big- 
arel, for  by  his  own  testimony  he  traded  the  contract  to  Thayer,  and 
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he  does  not  claim  that  he  did  not  receive  value,  or  that  there  was  any 
colhision  between  Webber  and  Thayer. 

It  is  held  in  the  case  of  Crawford  v.  Furguson,  10  L.  D.,  274,  that  the 
sale  of  an  undivided  half  interest  of  the  land  covered  by  a  homestead 
entry  prior  to  final  proof  renders  the  homesteader  incompetent  to  per- 
fect his  entry,  and  that  the  defect  can  not  be  cured  by  a  reconveyance 
in  the  presence  of  an  intervening  contest  charging  incompetency. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— NOTICE— REVTE^W— DESERT  LAND  CONTEST. 

Vbadenburg's  IIeirs  et  al.  v.  Orr  et  al. 

(On  Review.) 

A  mere  docket  entry  of  notice  by  registered  letter  is  not  evidence  that  service  of  » 

notice  of  decision  was  in  fact  so  niade. 
Evidence  not  new]y  discovered  comes  too  late  when  offered  for  the  first  time  on 

motion  for  review. 
A  contest  against  a  desert  land  entry  on  the  ground  of  non-reclamation  is  premature, 

if  the  entry  in  question  was  at  one  time  suspended,  and  the  statutory  life  of  the 

entry  has  not  expirecl  exclusive  of  the  period  of  suspension. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  J21, 1897.  (0.  W.  P.) 

By  letter  of  IN'ovember  30, 1897,  your  office  transmitted  a  motion  by 
Hiram  L.  Waits,  John  L.  Wasson,  Teresa  Parero,  W.  B.Timmons,  and 
James  Herington,  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  October  12, 
1807,  in  the  case  of  Heirs  of  L.  C.  Vradenburg  et  al.  against  T.  B.  Orr, 
entryman,  and  Emile  Chanvin,  transferee  (25  L.  D.,  323);  and  on  the 
same  day  you  transmitted  a  separate  motion  for  review  of  said  decision, 
on  the  part  of  Thomas  E.  Taggart.  The  land  involved  is  Sec.  10,  T.  25 
S.,  R.  25  E.,  Visalia  land  district,  California. 

The  motion  for  review,  on  the  i)art  of  Wnits  and  others,  conLnins  ten 
specifications  of  error;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  any  of  these 
specifications  (with  the  exception  of  the  first  and  second  specifications), 
as  no  questions  in  the  case  are  presented  by  them  which  were  not  fully 
considered  by  the  Department  when  the  case  was  decided  upon  the 
merits.  In  such  cases  motions  for  review  are  denied.  Shields  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 18  L.  D.,  478,  and  cases  cited. 

It  is  alleged,  in  substance,  in  the  first  and  second  assignments  of 
error,  that  the  Department  erred  in  not  finding  from  the  official  records, 
to  wit,  a  certified  copy  of  the  entries  on  the  contest  docket  of  the  land 
office  at  Visalia,  which  was  filed  with  their  joint  appeal  from  your  office 
decision  of  April  9, 1897,  that  the  defendant  Orr  was  served  with  due 
notice  of  the  departmental  order  of  January  12,  1891,  revoking  the 
suspension  ordered  by  the  Department  on  September  12,  1877,  by 
registered  letters,  dated  May  22, 1891,  and  August  6, 1891. 
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In  the  cases  cited  in  the  decision  complained  of,  it  was  held  that  on 
the  revocation  of  an  order  suspending  a  desert  entry  time  will  not  run 
against  the  entryman  in  the  matter  of  reclamation,  in  the  absence  of 
notice  of  the  revocation  sent  to  him  by  registered  mail,  and  in  the 
decision  of  which  a  review  is  asked  it  is  held  that,  it  not  appearing  from 
the  record  that  due  notice  of  the  order  of  revocation  was  sent  to  the 
entryman  Orr,  the  contests  of  these  petitioners  were  prematurely 
brought  and  their  contests  were  dismissed. 

The  docket  entries  of  May  22, 1891,  and  August  6, 1891,  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

"H''  of  April  29,  1891,  decides  in  favor  of  contestant  and  holds  entry  for  cancella- 
tion.   Parties  notified.    May  22,  1891  (C.  L.  B.). 

"H"  of  July  30, 1891,  revokes  the  decision  of  April  29,  1891  ("H"),  holding  entry 
for  cancellation.    Reg.  notice  to  parties,  Aug.  6,  1891  (O.  L.  B.). 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  first  entry  does  not  even  attempt  to  state  how 
the  <<  Parties"  were  notified,  and  although  the  second  entry  states  that 
there  was  "  Reg.  notice  to  parties,"  the  mere  docket  entry  of  notice  to 
parties  by  registered  letter  is  not  evidence  of  the  fact.  Bule  18  of 
practice  requires  that 

proof  of  service  by  mail  shall  be  the  affidavit  of  the  person  who  mailed  the  notice 
attached  to  the  post  office  receipt  for  the  registered  letter. 

Conscious  of  the  weakness  of  his  contention  that  the  record  shows 
that  the  entryman  had  received  due  notice  of  the  revocation  of  the 
suspension,  the  counsel  for  the  petitioners  has  filed  with  the  motion  for 
review  ex  parte  affidavits  to  show  that  Orr  did,  in  fact,  receive  notice 
by  registered  letters  of  the  decisions  of  your  office  of  April  29, 1891,  and 
July  30, 1891,  and  talked  to  several  persons  about  the  decision  of  April 
29, 1891;  and  that  from  a  perusal  of  said  decision  he  was  apprised  of 
the  revocation  of  the  order  of  suspension.  It  is  thus  attempted  by 
means  of  ex  parte  affidavits,  executed  since  the  decision  of  the  case  by 
the  Department,  to  prove  that  the  Department  was  in  error  in  deciding 
that  the  record  before  it  did  not  show  that  Orr  had  received  notice  of 
the  revocation  of  the  suspension  of  his  entry,  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  Farnell  et  al.  v.  Brown,  on  review,  21  L.  D.,  394;  White 
V.  Dodge,  Id.,  494,  and  Roscoe  et  al.  v.  Foster  et  ai.,  24  L.  D.,  435,  cited 
in  the  decision  complained  of. 

But  the  evidence  is  in  no  sense  newly  discovered.  It  is  stated  in  the 
motion  that  <<  the  facts  contained  in  these  affidavits  were  unknown  to^ 
the  counsel  for  the  petitioners  "until  November  20, 1891," but  it  is  not 
stated  that  the  facts  were  not  known  to  him  or  to  the  petitioners  prior 
to  the  trial,  and  evidence  not  newly  discovered  comes  too  late  when 
oflt'ered  for  the  first  time  on  motion  for  review.  Billiard  on  New  Trials, 
p.  495;  Cline  v.  Daul,  11  L.  D.,  5G5;  Guthrie  Townsite  v.  Paine  et  al.  (on 
review),  13  L.  D.,  562;  Long  Jim  et  al.  v.  Bobinson  et  aU  (on  review),  17 
L.  D.,  348. 

The  motion  is  therefore  denied. 
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As  to  Tbomas  E.  Taggart,  no  qnestions  are  presented  for  considera- 
tion in  his  motion  for  review  which  were  not  duly  considered  by  the 
Department  when  the  case  was  decided  on  the  merits,  except  in  the 
second  specification  of  error.  But  some  remarks  will  be  made  npon 
the  tirst  assignment  of  error,  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  Department 
erred: 

By  oyerlooking  the  fact-Hbat  hie  contest  was  not  rejected  by  tbe  local  officers  or 
excepted  to  by  tbe  eutryman  or  bis  assignee  on  tbe  ground  of  prematurity  of  cbarge 
of  non-reclamation,  and,  in  tbe  face  of  antborities  such  as  Hagae  v.  Gillard  et  al.  (21 
L.  D.,467),  failing  to  count  to  April  22nd,  1885,  the  date  of  citation,  and  bolding  tbat 
Bucb  cbarge  was  prematurely  made. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  22,  1887,  Taggart  filed  a  contest 
affidavit  against  Orr's  entry,  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  entryman 
has  not  reclaimed  the  land  nor  any  part  of  it.  This  contest  affidavit 
was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  ^^on  the  ground  that  said  entry  was 
suspended  in  1877."  Taggart  appealed  to  your  office.  Tour  office  for- 
warded the  affidavit  of  contest  to  the  Department,  with  the  record  in 
the  appeal  of  Vradenburg  (see  Vradenburg  v.  Orr,  16  L.  D.,  36).  Upon 
the  decision  by  the  Department  in  said  case,  reported  in  16  L.  D«,  35, 
your  office  ordered  a  hearing,  notifying  all  parties,  including  Taggart. 
At  the  hearing  Taggart  appeared,  in  person  and  by  attorney,  and  it 
appearing  that,  on  February  18,  1891,  during  the  pendency  of  his 
appeal,  he  had  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  in  which  he  charges  that 
the  laud  is  non-desert  in  character,  has  not  been  reclaimed,  and  that 
there  is  fraud  in  the  filing  of  said  entry,  he  was  heard  upon  this 
affidavit  of  contest.  The  local  officers  held  that  the  charge  of  the  non- 
desert  character  of  the  land  was  not  supported  by  the  evidence;  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  charge  of  fraud,  and  that  the 
charge  of  non-reclamation  is  premature  and  the  evidence  introduced  to 
prove  that  the  land  had  not  been  reclaimed  was  irrelevant,  and  had 
not  been  considered  by  them,  because  Taggart's  affidavit  of  contest  was 
filed  February  18, 1891,  at  which  date  three  years  from  the  date  of  the 
entry,  exclusive  of  the  period  of  suspension,  had  not  elapsed,  the  entry 
being  suspended  September  28, 1877,  and  the  suspension  revoked  Feb- 
ruary 10, 1891,  and  recommended  that  the  contest  be  dismissed.  Your 
office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  and  the  Department 
affirmed  the  decision  of  your  office. 

At  the  date  of  the  filing  of  Taggart's  affidavit  of  contest,  although 
the  Department  had  ordered  the  revocation  of  the  suspension  of  Orr's 
entry,  no  notice  thereof  had  been  served  upon  the  entryman,  and  it  is 
clear  that  Taggart's  affidavit  of  contest,  so  far  as  it  charged  a  failure 
to  reclaim  the  land  within  the  time  allowed  by  law,  failed  to  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  there  was  no  error  in  the 
decisions  so  holding. 

In  the  case  of  Brunette  v.  Phillips,  22  L.  D.,  692,  Phillips's  entry  was 
suspended  by  your  office  during  an  investigation  of  Brunette's  claim  to 
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the  land.  Before  Phillips  had  been  informed  of  the  revocation  of  the 
suspension,  Brunette  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  abandon- 
ment, change  of  residence  for  more  than  six  months  after  entry.  Upon 
a  hearing  had  the  local  officers  recommended  that  notwithstanding  that 
Phillips's  entry  had  not  been  relieved  from  susi>en8ion  six  months  before 
the  initiation  of  the  contest,  it  should  be  canceled  and  Brunette  permit- 
ted to  enter  the  land.  Your  office  affirmed  this  judgment.  But  on  fur 
ther  appeal,  the  Department  reversed  your  office  decision  and  held  that 
the  contest  having  been  initiated  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six  months 
from  the  date  of  entry,  not  counting  the  period  of  suspension,  was  pre- 
mature. See  also  Farnell  et  aL  v.  Brown,  on  review,  White  t?.  Dodge, 
and  Boscoe  et  aL  «.  Foster  et  al  {stipra). 

In  Taggart's  second  specification  of  error  it  is  alleged,  that  it  was 
error  to  hold  that  the  record  does  not  show  that  the  entryman  Orr  had 
been  served  with  notice  of  f he  revocation  of  the  suspension  of  his  entry, 

when  the  record  does  hIiow  a  receipt  which  was  signed  by  him  not  later  than  May 
22ndy  1891,  for  a  registered  letter  from  the  local  officers  containing  a  copy  of  the 
decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  dated  April  29thy  1891, 
referring  to  said  revocation. 

If  it  were  admitted  that  the  record  does  show  these  facts,  Taggart 
would  obtain  no  benefit  from  such  admission.  But  the  record  does  not 
show  that  a  copy  of  your  office  decision  of  April  29, 1891,  was  served 
gn  the  entryman. 

The  motion  for  review  is  accordingly  denied. 


BALLROAI)  GRANT-rjrDEMXITY--CONFIiICTING  GBAKT9. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  E  Co. 

As  to  lands  lying  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant,  and  also 
within  the  additional  indemnity  limits  of  the  Lake  Saperior  and  Mississippi 
road  provided  for  in  the  act  of  July  13, 1866,  the  right  of  the  latter  company  is 
defeated  hy  the  grant  and  location  of  the  Northern  Pa<)ific  made  prior  to  selec' 
tion  on  behalf  of  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  road ;  bnt,  if  lands  occnpy* 
ing  such  status  are  erroneously  patented  to  the  latter  company*  indemnity 
therefor  cannot  be  allowed  the  Northern  Pacific  as  the  lands  so  patented  most 
be  charged  to  its  grant. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  ^1, 1697.  (F.  W.  C.) 

List  No.  19,  of  selections  made  on  account  of  the  grant  for  the  Northern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  covering  1,250.20  acres  within  the  second 
indemnity  belt,  provision  for  which  was  made  by  the  joint  resolution  of 
May  31, 1870  (16  Stat.,  378),  is  again  before  this  department  for  consid- 
eration. 

The  list  was  first  submitted  with  your  oflBce  letter  of  October  7, 1896, 
but  was  returned  without  approval  by  departmental  letter  of  November 
17, 1896  (24  L.  D.,  320). 
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In  ss^id  letter  it  was  stated : 

In  considering  the  question  as  to  the  proper  establishment  of  the  terminal  of  tho 
Northern  PaciAc  grant  at  Daluth,  it  was  held  in  departmental  decision  of  October 
29,  1896  (23  L.  D.,  428),  that  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  will  not  be 
entitled  to  indemnity  for  any  lands  received  by  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi 
River  Railroad  Company  opposite  the  portion  of  the  road  between  Thomson  and 
Dulath.  In  referring  to  that  part  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  supra,  wherein  it  is  pro- 
Tided  'that  if  said  route  shall  be  found  npon  the  line  of  any  other  railroad  route  to 
aid  in  the  constrnction  of  which  lands  have  heretofore  been  granted  by  the  United 
States,  as  far  as  the  routes  are  upon  the  same  general  line,  the  amount  of  land  here- 
tofore granted  shall  be  deducted  from  the  amount  granted  by  this  act,'  it  was  held 
that  the  intention  of  Congress  evidently  was  to  provide  against  making  a  double 
grant  where  two  land  grant  railroads  were  found  to  be  npon  the  same  general  line, 
and  this  can  only  be  arrived  at  by  chiirging  to  the  Northern  Pacific  all  lands  received 
by  the  company  to  which  the  first  grant  was  made,  opposite  the  portion  of  the  lines 
which  are  similar^  whether  within  the  primary  or  indemnity  limits  of  that  grant. 

It  is  clear  therefore  that  the  basis  as  assigned  in  the  list  submitted  for  the  approval 
of  this  Department  is  not  a  satisfactory  basis,  and  the  list  is  herewith  returned  with- 
out my  approval. 

It  now  appears  that  resident  counsel  for  the  company,  in  letter  of 
Deeeniber  11, 1896,  requested  that  the  list  be  again  submitted  and  in 
said  letter  urge  that — 

It  is  evident  that  the  Secretary's  attention  was  not  called  to  the  true  faots  in  the 
case.  The  lands  patented  to  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  road  were  not  within 
its  grant  of  May  5, 1864,  as  stated.  They  fell  within  the  enlarged  limits  of  the  grant 
under  the  act  of  July  13, 1866^  and  form  no  part  of  the  grant  oonsidered  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  its  eastern  terminal  decision. 

In  said  decision  it  was  held  that  Congress  in  the  grant  of  July  2,  1864,  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  road,  expressly  provided — 

'That  if  said  route  shall  be  found  upon  the  line  of  any  other  railroad  route,  to  aid 
in  the  construction  of  which  land$  have  been  heretofore  granted  by  the  U.  S.  as  far 
as  the  routes  are  upon  the  same  general  line,  the  amount  of  land  heretofore  granted 
shall  be  deducted  from  the  amount  granted  by  this  act,' 

and  the  Northern  Pacific  road  from  Thomson  Junction  to  Dnluth  having  fallen  upon 
the  line  of  road  of  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  Company  for  which  a  grant  had 
been  made  May  5, 1864,  such  lands  falling  within  ^^^/ran^o/i^^^  should  be  deducted 
from  the  Northern  Pacific  grant. 

The  present  lands  do  not  fall  within  said  class.  They  were  not  within  the  grant 
of  May  5, 1864,  but  within  the  grant  of  July  13, 1866.  They  had  not  therefore  *  been 
heretofore  granted,'  when  the  Northern  Pacific  act  was  passed,  and  being  patented  to 
the  L.  S.  &,  M.  road  form  a  proper  basis  for  the  indemnity  selection  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  road  of  lands  within  lis  second  indemnity  belt.  In  view  of  these  faots  we 
request  that  said  list  19,  may  be  resubmitted  to  the  Secretary  with  this  communis 
cation  in  order  that  said  list  may  be  approved. 

In  resubmitting  the  list  your  office  letter  states — 

That  the  grant  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  to  aid  in  the  oonstruction  of  the  road 
known  as  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  River  Eailroad,  was  of '  every  alternate 
seotioD  of  public  land  ....  to  the  amount  of  five  alternate  sections  per  mile  on 
each  side  of  the  railroad,'  with  a  provision  for  indemnity  for  losses  within  the  grant 
in  place  to  be  taken  within  an  adjacent  territory  not  more  than  twenty  miles  from 
the  road  line. 

The  limits  of  the  grant,  therefore,  when  established  after  the  location  of  the  line 
of  the  road,  were  a  ten  mile  primary  limit  and  a  twenty  mUe  secondary  or  indem- 
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nity  limit.    The  lands  given  as  bases  for  these  indemnity  selections  were  not  with 
either  of  these  belts.    But,  after  the  location  of  the  general  ronte  of  the  road,  > 
became  apparent,  the  grant  being  confined  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  that  by  reasci 
of  the  proximity  of  the  road  to  the  boundary  line  of  the  State,  the  amount  of  Ian* 
intended  to  be  granted  by  the  act  of  1864,  could  not  be  found  within  the  limits  piv 
scribed  therein,  and  Congress  by  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.,  93),  gave  the  com- 
pany the  right  to  select  land  within  thirty  miles  on  the  west  side  of  the  road,  t« 
make  up  any  deficiency  that  might  be  found  to  exist;  and  it  is  within  this  thirt> 
mile  belt  that  the  tracts  given  as  bases  aforesaid,  are  situated.    They  are  also  sitn 
ated  opposite  that  portion  of  the  road  between  Thomson  Junction  and  Dnlatb,  n8e<l 
by  the  two  companies  under  the  agreement  aforesaid. 

Therefore,  it  is  clear  that  these  lands  were  not  within  the  grant  of  18&4,  bnt  wen* 
granted  by  the  act  of  1866. 

Now,  the  grant  of  1866,  was  subsequent  to  the  Northern  Pacific  grant,  bnt  tht' 
withdrawal  thereunder,  made  by  letter  of  November  2,  received  at  local  office 
November  17,  1866,  was  prior  to  the  withdrawal  on  general  route  for  and  the  definite 
location  of  said  Northern  Pacifio  grant,  which  were  August  IS",  1870^  and  November 
20,  1871,  respectively. 

However,  in  the  treatment  of  the  similar  case  of  the  overlap  of  the  Korthen 
Pacific  and  the  Oregon  and  California  grants,  it  was  held  (14  L.  1).,  187),  that  the 
Northern  Pacifio  being  the  prior  grant,  although  the  line  of  its  road  had  not  been 
definitely  located  but  a  map  of  general  route  only  had  been  filed,  and  that»  snbee- 
quent  to  the  grant  and  definite  location  of  the  Oregon  and  California  grant,  bad  the 
superior  right.  See  also  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  r. 
Northern  Pacific  Company  (139  U.  S.,  1),  where  a  similar  conflict  was  settled. 

Now,  if  it  should  be  determined  that  the  right  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Company 
within  this  thirty  mile  indemnity  belt,  established  under  the  /n'ant  of  July  13,  \9&>, 
is  superior  to  that  of  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  Company,  and  that  the  p^it- 
enting  of  the  lands  therein  to  the  latter  company  was  erroneous,  must  not  th»*<«e 
lands  be  charged  against  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Company,  not  withstand* 
ing  the  erroneouA  patent  to  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  Companyf  Chicago, 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Railway  Company  (6  L.  D.,  195,  209),  Atchiaon. 
Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  R.  R.  Co.  (21  L.  D.,  49).  If  so,  then  they  do  not  form  a  proper 
basis  for  indemnity. 

The  fjraiit  to  aid  in  tbe  construction  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad 
was  made  by  the  act  of  July  2,  1864  (14  Stat.,  365). 

As  located  and  constructed,  the  lands  made  the  bases  for  the  selec* 
tions  under  consideration,  fall  within  the  primary  or  granted  limits, 
and  the  grant  of  1864  bein^  one  inpraesenUy  as  against  the  grant  made 
by  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat,  93),  the  act  of  1864  would  take 
precedence.  See  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  v.  Northern  Pacific  (139  U.  S.,  1), 
and  cases  therein  cited. 

The  act  of  1866  amended  the  act  of  May  5, 1864,  making  the  grant 
for  the  St.  Paul  and  Dulutli  Railroad,  but  no  right  to  any  specific  lands 
capable  of  identification  was  granted,  so  that,  if  the  amendment  be 
given  effect  as  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  May  5,  1864,  no  rights 
attached  within  the  limit  provided  for  in  the  act  of  1866  until  selection, 
which  was  long  subsequent  to  the  grant  and  the  location  of  the  North- 
ern  Pacific  Railroad. 

The  act  of  1866  provides  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  one  of  the  act  entitled  'An  act  making  a  (rrant  of 
lands  to  the  State  of  Minnesota  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  railroad  from  Saiot 
Panl  to  Lake  Superior,'  approved  May  fifth,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-foor,  be 
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amended  by  a<1diiijr  thereto  the  followinp^:  *'  Provided,  further,  That  in  case  it  shall 
appear,  when  the  line  of  the  Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  Railroad  is  definitely 
locnted,  that  the  quantity  of  land  intended  to  be  granted  by  the  said  act  in  aid  of  the 
constrnction  of  the  said  road  shall  be  deficient  by  reason  of  the  line  thereof  running 
near  the  boundary  line  of  the  said  State  of  Minnesota,  the  said  company  shall  be 
entitled  to  take  from  other  public  lands  of  the  United  States  within  thirty  miles  of 
the  west  line  of  said  road  such  an  amount  of  lands  as  shall  make  up  such  deficiency: 
Provided,  That  the  same  shall  be  taken  in  alternate  odd  sections  as  provided  for  in 
said  act.   (a) 

A  similar  qnestion  was  considered  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case 
of  Kansas  Pacific  v.  Atchison  R.  E.  (112  17.  S.,  414-421).  In  that  case 
the  lands  in  controversy  were  within  the  twenty  mile  or  enlarged 
granted  limit  of  the  grant  for  the  first  mentioned  road,  provided  for  in 
the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for 
the  Atchison  company  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1863,  and  in  the  con- 
sideration of  the  case  it  is  stated  in  the  opinion — 

The  question,  therefore,  for  determination  is,  whether  the  grant  to  Kansas,  by  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1863,  covered  the  title  to  these  indemnity  lands.  We 
are  clear  that  it  did  not.  It  granted  only  alternate  sections,  designated  by  odd  nnm- 
bers,  within  the  limit  of  ten  miles,  and  from  them  certain  portions  were  to  be 
selected  from  adjacent  lands,  if  any  then  remained,  to  which  no  other  valid  claims 
had  originated.  But  what  unappropriated  lands  would  thns  be  found  and  selected 
could  not  be  known  before  actual  selection.  A  right  to  select  them  within  certain 
limits,  in  case  of  deficiency  within  the  ten-mile  limit,  was  alone  conferred,  not  a 
right  to  any  specific  land  or  lands  capable  of  identification  by  any  principles  of  law 
or  rules  of  measurement.  Neither  locality  nor  quantity  is  given  from  which  such 
lands  could  be  ascertained.  If,  therefore,  when  such  selection  was  to  be  made,  the 
lands  from  which  the  deficiency  was  to  be  supplied  had  been  appropriated  by  Con- 
gress to  other  purposes,  the  right  of  selection  became  a  barren  right,  for  until  selec- 
tion was  made  the  title  remained  in  the  government,  subject  to  its  disposal  at  its 
pleasure.  The  grant  to  the  Kansas  Pacific  Company,  by  the  act  of  1862,  carried  the 
odd  sections  within  the  limit  of  ten  miles  from  its  road,  and  by  the  act  of  1864  such 
sections  within  the  limit  of  twenty  miles.  The  act  of  1862  is  to  be  construed,  as 
already  said,  as  though  the  larger  number  were  originally  inserted  in  it,  and,  with 
the  exceptions  stated,  it  must  be  held  to  pass  the  title  to  the  grantee  as  against  the 
United  States,  and  against  all  persons  not  having  acquired  that  title  previous  to  the 
amendment. 

It  seems  to  me  clear,  therefore,  that  error  was  committed  in  patent- 
ing the  lands,  made  the  bases  for  the  selections  under  consideration,  on 
account  of  the  grant  for  the  St.  Paul,  and  Duluth  Bailroad;  this  being 
so,  there  is  no  provision  of  law  permitting  the  selection  of  indemnity 
on  account  thereof,  and  for  this  additional  reason  the  list  submitted  is 
again  returned  without  approval.  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Sante  F6 
K.  E.  Co.  (21  L.  D.,  49). 


BENJAltfIN  V.  EUDAILY. 

Petition  for  reconsideration  denied  December  22, 1897,  by  Secretary 
Bliss.    See  departmental  decision  of  August  5y  1897^  26  L.  D.^  103. 
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BIGHT  OF  WAY-ADDITIONAL  GBOtTNDS, 

Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

The  grant  of  the  right  of  way  to  the  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  by  section  2,  act  of  Jnly 
1,  18^,  may  extend  beyond  two  hundred  feet  on  either  side  of  the  road,  where 
the  land  is  desired  for  the  uses  specified  in  the  act,  and  the  necessity  for  the  nae 
is  made  to  appear. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  22,1897.  (F.  W.  C.) 

The  Union  Pacific  Railway  Oompan j  lias  appealed  from  the  action 
taken  in  your  office  letter  "  F  "  of  June  8, 1896,  in  rejecting  certain  appli- 
cations for  additional  lands  sabmitted  for  approval  under  the  claimed 
right  of  way  granted  by  the  second  section  of  tbe  act  of  July  1, 1862 
(12  Stat.,  489). 

Said  office  letter  states  as  follows: 

These  plats  represent  tracts  adjoining  the  right  of  way  of  two  hundred  feet  from 
the  central  line  of  the  company's  road,  and  the  tracts  extend  726,  715  and  871.2  feet, 
respectively,  from  the  limit  of  the  right  of  way. 

The  language  of  section  2  of  said  act  of  Jnly  1, 1862,  is  as  follows: 

"That  the  right  of  way  through  the  public  lands  he,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
granted  to  said  company  for  the  construction  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line;  snd 
the  right,  power  and  authority  is  hereby  given  to  said  company  to  take  from  the 
public  lands  adjacent  to  the  line  of  said  road,  earth,  stones,  timber,  and  other  mate- 
rials for  the  construction  thereof;  said  right  of  way  is  granted  to  said  railroad  to 
the  extent  of  two  hundred  feet  in  width  on  each  side  of  said  railroad  where  it  may 
pass  over  the  public  lands,  including  all  necessary  grounds  for  stations,  buildings, 
workshops,  and  depots,  machine  shops,  switches,  side  tracks,  turntables,  and  water 
stations. 

*'The  United  States  shall  extinguish  as  rapidly  as  may  be  the  Indian  titles  to  all 
lands  falling  under  the  operation  of  this  act  and  required  for  the  said  right  of  way 
and  grants  hereinafter  made.'' 

The  terms  of  this  grant  are  different  from  most  of  the  other  grants  of  right  of  way 
by  Congress,  which  more  frequently  provide  for  a  right  of  way  to  the  extent  of  one 
hundred  feet  or  less  on  each  side  of  the  central  line  of  the  road,  and  also  groand 
adjacent  thereto,  for  station  purposes,  not  to  exceed  in  amount  twenty  aeres  for  each 
station,  and  one  station  for  each  ten  miles  of  road. 

The  terms  of  the  grant  to  the  Union  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  are  of  a  right  of  way  to  the 
extent  of  two  hundred  feet  on  each  side  of  the  road  xnoluding  all  necessary  grounds 
for  stations,  buildings,  etc. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  authority  of  law  for  this  proposed 
extension  of  the  grant  of  right  of  way  for  station  purposes,  to  cover  public  land  out- 
side the  two  hundred  foot  strip  of  right  of  way  on  either  side  of  the  road. 

Furthermore,  the  road  has  been  constructed  nearly  thirty  years,  and,  so  far  as  its 
right  of  way  is  concerned,  the  company  has  availed  itself  of  the  privileges  of  the 
grant,  fulfilled  its  requirements,  filed  its  maps  of  definite  location,  and  as  to  that 
portion  of  its  grant  no  further  approval  is  required  (18  L.  D.,  510). 

The  plats  are  accordingly  rejected,  etc. 

The  question  raised  by  the  appeal  is  whether  the  language  of  the 
grant  of  right  of  way  restricts  the  entire  grant  to  two  hundred  feet  on 
each  side  of  the  road. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  grant  to  the  extent  of  two  hundred  feet  on 
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each  side  of  the  road  is  without  condition,  and  is  not  made  dependent 
upon  proof  of  any  necessity  for  the  use  of  that  amount.  To  tliat  extent 
a  right  of  way  is  granted  without  regard  to  the  uses  to  which  it  may  be 
applied.  If  it  was  intended  to  confine  the  grant  for  right  of  way  to  this 
two  hundred  feet  on  each  side,  there  was  no  occasion  to  say  anything 
more. 

Following  the  general  grant  of  right  of  way  are  the  words,  "includ- 
ing all  necessary  grounds  for  stations,  buildings,''  etc.  If  these  words 
do  not  apply  to  necessary  grounds  outside  of  the  two  hundred  feet  then 
they  are  meaningless  and  were  used  by  Congress  without  purpose. 
Established  rules  of  construction  do  not  permit  words,  phrases  and 
sentences  to  be  thus  discarded  where  they  can  be  reasonably  given  an 
efl'ect  and  meaning  consistent  with  their  use  and  presence  in  the 
statute. 

To  the  extent  of  two  hundred  feet,  as  before  stated,  proof  of  the 
necessity  for  the  use  of  the  laud  can  not  be  exacted;  therefore,  the  por- 
tion of  the  statute  which  depends  for  its  application  upon  the  necessity 
lor  using  the  lands  for  certain  specified  x>nrposes,  can  not  refer  to  the 
same  lands  which  are  thus  unconditionally  granted  without  regard  to 
any  specified  necessity  therefor. 

In  the  case  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company  (3  L.  D.,  587),  it 
was  held  that  (syllabus) : 

An  application  for  additional  lands  nnder  section  2  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1862, 
slionld  be  accompanied  by  an  explicit  showing  as  to  the  necessity  of  such  land  to 
the  company  in  the  operation  of  its  road. 

This  is  a  clear  recognition  of  the  construction  above  made. 

Upon  inquiry  at  your  office  it  is  learned  that  this  company  filed 
altogether  six  station  phvts,  all  of  which  are  in  Wyoming.  Three  of 
them,  viz.,  stations  at  Cheyenne,  Laramie  and  Evanston,  were  sent  to 
the  Department,  by  Sidney  Dillon,  on  January  6,  1875,  and  by  the 
Department  referred  to  your  office  on  January  16, 1875,  "for  appro- 
priate action."  These  station  grounds  covered  tracts  more  than  two 
hundred  feet  from  the  line  of  road.  On  February  8,  1875,  copies  were 
sent  by  your  office  to  the  local  hind  office  at  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  with 
instructions  to  file  the  same  and  to  inform  parties  seeking  entry  of  the 
land  that  title  could  be  acquired  only 

to  the  fee  subject  to  the  use  of  the  company,  except  a  claim  be  founded  upon  a  right 
of  settlement  prior  to  the  occupation  for  railroad  purposes. 

Subsequently  the  company's  attorney  filed  in  your  office  three  other 
station  plats,  showing  grounds  to  be  occupied  more  than  two  hundred 
feet  from  the  line  of  road,  viz.,  at  Medicine  Bow,  Green  Eiver  and 
Kawlins.  By  letter  of  your  office  to  the  land  office  at  Cheyenne,  Wyo- 
ming, dated  ^larch  20,  1876,  copies  of  the  first  two  phits  were  transmit- 
ted, holding  that  it  was 

proper  to  allow  the  plats  to  be  filed  as  notice  to  all  parties  seeking  to  enter  the 
lands  ....  leaving  the  adjustment  of  conflicting  interests  thereafter  to  the  proper 
jurihdiction  of  the  judicial  tribunals, 
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and  that  the  tracts  were  to  be  disposed  of  subject  to  sach  rightB  as 
the  company  acquire  under  the  law.  On  March  22,  1876,  your  office 
transmitted  a  copy  of  the  third  plat  to  the  local  land  office,  instmctiDg 
the  officers  that  the  tracts  involved  ^^  will  be  disposed  of  subject  to  such 
rights  as  the  company  acquire  under  the  law." 

While  none  of  these  maps  appear  to  have  been  formally  approved  by 
this  Department,  yet  the  practical  construction  of  the  statute  thereby 
made  is  in  harmony  with  the  views  here  expressed. 

It  is  accordingly  held  that  the  grant  of  the  right  of  way  by  the  act 
under  consideration  may  extend  beyond  two  hundred  feet  on  either 
side  of  the  road,  where  the  land  is  desired  for  the  uses  specified  in  the 
act  and  the  necessity  for  the  use  is  made  to  api)ear. 

The  action  of  your  office  in  rejecting  the  applications  is  set  aside  and 
they  are  herewith  returned  for  further  examination  in  the  light  of  the 
construction  of  the  statute  herein  made. 


•RATT.TinATi  GRAI^— IKDEMNTTT  SEI«ECTIOK--SETTIJBME2rF  rr.ATll', 

Banks  v.  ISTobthben  Pacific  E.  E.  Co. 

A  claim  of  occnpancy,  set  up  to  defeat  the  right  of  indemnity  selection,  can  not  be 
lecognized,  if  it  appears  that  at  the  date  of  selection  the  alleged  occupant  had 
not  established  residence  on  the  tract,  bat  was  maintaining  a  home  elsewhere  in 
the  prosecution  of  a  claim  under  the  pre-emption  law. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  OfficCy  December 
(W.  V.  D.)  -24, 1897.  (P.  J.  C.) 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  ITW.  J  SB.  J  and  NB.  J  SW.  J, 
Sec.  19,  T.  6  S.,  R.  4  W.,  Helena,  Montana,  land  district,  and  is  within 
the  fifty-mile  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific 
Eailroad  company.  It  was  selected  by  the  company  July  2, 1885,  i>er 
list  No.  7,  but  the  selection  has  not  been  approved. 

On  March  18, 1895,  Nicholas  Banks  filed  his  corroborated  affidavit 
alleging  that  he  had  been  in  possession  of  said  land  since  1878;  had 
made  improvements  thereon  by  fencing  and  cultivating  the  same  and 
erected  some  buildings;  that  he  did  not  know  the  land  had  been  selected 
by  the  company  and  that  he  had  ^^  always  intended  to  make  application 
for  title  to  said  lands." 

Your  office  ordered  a  hearing.  The  testimony  was  taken  before  a 
United  States  commissioner  and  on  examination  thereof  the  local  offi- 
cers found  that  the  land  was  in  possession  of  Banks  on  July  2, 1885; 
that  it  was  fenced  and  that  he  had  under  cultivation  about  thirly-five 
acres;  that  it  was  supplied  with  water  for  irrigation  and  had  b^n  in 
Banks's  possession  since  1878.  The  local  officers  recommended  that  the 
selection  of  the  railroad  company  be  canceled  to  the  extent  of  the  land 
involved  and  that  Banks  be  permitted  to  make  entry  thereof. 
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On  appeal  your  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers;  where- 
npon  the  railroad  company  prosecates  this  appeal,  assigning  error  in 
holding  ^<that  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection  this  land  was  in 
the  occupancy  of  a  qualified  entryman  intending  to  acquire  title  to  the 
same  under  the  settlement  laws;"  in  not  holding  <<that  at  the  date  of 
the  company's  selection  Nicholas  Banks  was  prosecuting  a  pre-emption 
claim  for  other  land;"  and  that  ^^it  was  error  to  hold  that  Banks  was 
asserting  any  claim  to  this  land  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection." 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  one  Brundy  owned  one  hundred 
and  twenty  acres  of  land  adjoining  that  in  controversy  and  that  he  had 
included  a  part  of  this  land  in  his  enclosure  and  cultivated  some  of  it; 
that  in  1878  Banks  became  possessed  of  a  mortgage  that  Brundy  had 
given  on  his  claim  and  that  Banks  foreclosed  this  mortgage. 

It  is  not  shown  by  the  testimony  whether  the  land  in  controversy  was 
included  in  Brundy's  mortgage  or  not,  but  it  is  safe  to  assume  that  it 
was  not  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  title  to  it. 

It  appears  that  Banks  took  possession  of  the  land  he  thus  bought 
from  Brundy  and  lived  in  the  house  that  Brundy  had  on  his  land.  It 
is  shown  that  during  the  years  1881-1882-  and  1883,  Banks  did  not 
live  in  this  house  or  on  the  land  in  controversy,  but  had  leased  it  and 
the  same  was  in  charge  of  a  tenant;  that  from  1883  to  1891  he  was 
living  some  distance  away  from  the  tract  in  controversy  holding  a  pre- 
emption claim  of  which  he  made  entry  February  28, 1889.  Notwith- 
standing Banks's  absence  from  the  land  during  this  long  period  of 
time  he  still  insists  that  he  was  residing  upon  the  land  and  in  explana- 
tion of  this  says  that  he  had  two  homes.  He  doubtless  at  times 
stopped  upon  the  land  in  controversy  but  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony 
that  he  never  resided  upon  the  same  until  he  built  a  house  thereon  in 
1895. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  Banks  had 
such  claim  to  this  land  at  the  date  of  the  selection  as  would  defeat  the 
company's  right  to  it  under  its  grant.  In  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Co.  V.  Tripp  (19  L.  D.,  516),  it  was  held: 

It  is  weU  established  by  the  repeated  mlings  of  this  Department  that  a  person 
can  not  maintain  two  claims  arising  nnder  the  settlement  laws  at  one  and  the  same 
time,  and  while  a  person  attempting  to  hold  two  such  claims  might  abandon  one  or 
the  other,  and  thns  legalize  his  claim  to  the  tract  reclaimed,  the  nature  of  his  claim 
asserted  at  any  glyen  time  mnst  be  arrived  at  by  a  consideration  of  the  facts  proven 
in  each  given  case. 

It  is  admitted  by  Banks  that  he  had  never  resided  upon  the  land  in 
controversy  prior  to  the  date  of  the  railroad  company's  selection,  also 
that  at  that  particular  date  he  was  holding  other  land  under  the  pre- 
emption law.    Hence,  he  will  come  clearly  under  the  rule  quoted  above. 

Your  ofiice  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 
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homkstealD  contest— compllslNce  \oth  law  by  heibs. 

CoLYEE  V.  Beach's  Heirs. 

In  determining  whether  the  heir  of  a  homesteader  has  shown  due  compliance  with 
law,  in  the  matter  of  cultivation  and  improvement  of  the  land,  the  means  at 
the  command  of  such  heir,  his  good  faith,  aud  the  fact  that  snch  compliance 
with  law  had  been  resumed  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest  are  all  entitled 
to  receive  due  consideration. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Decern- 
(W.  V.  i).)  her  24^  1897.  (H.  G.) 

On  August  16,  1895,  George  Colyer  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest 
against  the  heirs  of  Charles  A.  Beach,  deceased,  alleging,  in  sub- 
stance, that  on  January  22, 1891,  during  the  lifetime  of  said  decedent, 
he  made  homestead  entry  for  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  6,  T.  44  N.,  R.  4  W.,  in 
the  Ashland,  Wisconsin,  land  district,  that  said  entryman  died  in 
August,  1892,  and  that  his  heirs  abandoned  said  tract  for  more  than 
six  months,  and  had  wholly  failed  to  cultivate  the  same  for  that 
period. 

Notice  by  publication  was  given,  and  the  hearing  was  had  before 
the  local  officers,  who  recommended  the  dismissal  of  the  contest,  and 
upon  appeal  to  your  office,  on  June  4,  1896,  their  decision  was  affirmed 
and  the  contest  was  dismissed. 

Colyer,  the  contestant,  appeals. 

The  entryman  died  in  August,  1892,  leaving  as  his  sole  heir,  his 
mother,  Mrs.  ISIargaret  Royston,  who  resides  in  Holton,  Michigan,  and 
who  appeared  as  defendant  in  the  contest  proceedings.  Since  her  son's 
death  she  has  expended  sixty-two  dollars  in  the  improvement  of  the 
claim,  of  which  sum  twenty  dollars  were  used  in  the  year  1893  and  fif- 
teen dollars  in  the  year  1895,  nothing  having  been  expended  in  the 
3'ear  1894,  owing  doubtless  to  the  removal  of  the  agent  of  Mrs.  Royston 
who  had  disbursed  these  moneys.  The  sum  forwarded  in  1895  was 
expended  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest  These  small  sums  were 
forwarded  annually  with  the  exception  of  the  year  1894,  to  parties 
residing  in  the  locality,  for  the  purpose  of  cultivating  the  tract,  as  Mrs. 
Royston,  the  heir,  resided  in  another  State,  and  some  distance  from 
the  land.  Ko  proper  equivalent  was  rendered  in  labor  on  the  tract  for 
these  moneys  but  this  was  the  act  of  the  agents  of  Mrs.  Royston  and 
not  her  fault.  She  states  that  the  land  officers  informed  her  that 
she  need  not  have  any  more  *' chopping"  done,  but  must  keep  up  the 
improvements  on  the  tract.  The  cultivation  con^^isted  of  x)Iantiuga 
small  clearing  of  about  two  acres  in  timothy  and  a  few  potatoes.  No 
attempt  was  made  to  harvest  the  crops,  and  they  seem  to  have  been  put 
in  for  the  i>urpose  of  a  technical  conii)liance  with  the  law  and  to  render 
as  little  service  as  possible  in  return  for  the  sums  received  for  cultivat- 
ing the  cleared  portion  of  the  tract.    The  cultivation  contemplated  by 
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section  2291  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  is  nndoabtedly  the  preparation 
and  nse  of  the  soil  for  agricultural  purposes,  whereby  the  land  is 
reclaimed  from  its  wild  state  and  made  productive.  (John  T.  Wooten, 
5  L.  D,j  389.)  If  the  moneys  advanced  by  Mrs.  Royston  had  been 
devoted  to  clearing  the  land  of  timber,  such  action  on  her  part  would 
have  been  considered  as  cultivation  of  the  tract.  (John  E.  Tyrl,  3  L. 
D.,  49.)  The  land  officers  informed  her  that  this  was  not  necessary, 
and  while  the  government  is  not  concluded  or  estopped  by  such  advice, 
nevertheless,  where  a  claimant  acts  upon  it,  it  tends  to  show  good  faith 
on  his  or  her  part.  (Ard  v,  Brandon,  156  U.  S.,  537,  543.)  Indeed,  the 
record  shows  that  Mrs.  Boyston  from  her  limited  means  honestly 
endeavored  to  comply  with  the  law,  and  in  view  of  her  manifest  good 
faith,  and  the  fact  that  she  resumed  cultivation  and  improvement  of 
the  tract  before  the  initiation  of  the  contest,  her  entry  will  not  be 
disturbed. 
The  decision  of  your  office  in  dismissing  the  contest  is  afOrmed. 
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St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ey.  Co. 

The  occnpanoy  of  town  lots  under  a  sorip  location  should  not  he  held  such  an 
adverse  right,  or  claim,  as  will  defeat  the  right  of  selection  under  the  act  of 
August  5,  1892;  where  at  the  date  of  such  selection  the  scrip  has  heen  with- 
drawn, and  the  oconpants  and  purchasers  thereunder  disclaim  any  interest 
adverse  to  the  company. 

Secretary  Bliss  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  December 
(W.  V.D.)  My  1897.  (F.  W.  0.) 

With  your  office  letter  of  May  18, 1897^  was  forwarded  the  record  in 
the  matter  of  the  appeal  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
Bailway  Company  from  your  office  decision  of  February  8, 1897,  hold- 
ing for  cancellation  its  selection  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
August  6, 1892  (27  Stat.,  390),  covering  the  N.  J  of  the  SW.  i  and  the 
S.  i  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  24,  T.  154  N.,  E.  101  W.,  Minot  land  district, 
North  Dakota. 

This  township  was  surveyed  in  the  field  between  August  28,  and 
September  27,  1892,  and  the  township  plat  was  approved  by  the 
surveyor  general  December  8, 1892. 

On  December  31, 1892,  the  company  selected  this  land  as  an  unsur- 
veyed  tract,  per  its  indemnity  list  No.  1,  made  under  the  act  of  August 
5,  1892,  supra,  the  township  plat  not  having  been  filed  in  the  local 
office  at  that  time,  and  on  March  2,  1893,  filed  a  new  list,  describing 
the  tracts  by  legal  subdivisions  according  to  the  plat  of  survey  which 
ad  in  the  meantime  been  filed. 

By  your  office  letter  of  March  5, 1894,  said  list  was  forwarded  with 
favorable  recommendation  for  the  approval  of  this  Department  as  a 
asis  for  the  issue  of  patent  to  the  company.    As  the  township  plat 
2670— VOL  26 36 
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showed  that  the  town  of  Williston  was  located  on  this  land,  and  the 
field  notes  stated  that  there  are  abont  one  hundred  and  fifty  people 
residing  in  said  town,  by  letter  of  March  21, 1894,  the  list  was  returned 
to  yoar  office,  for  the  reason  that 

the  record  shows,  prima  facie,  a  claim  adverse  to  that  of  the  company,  antedatiD^r 
its  selcctioD,  and  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  list  should  not  be  approved  until  it 
is  shown  that  such  occupants  have  no  rights  in  the  premises.  I  must  th<%refon' 
refuse  to  api)rove  the  list  as  submitted  without  further  showing  on  the  part  of  the 
company  as  to  the  rights  of  these  adverse  occupants  shown  to  be  upon  the  land  by 
the  return  of  the  surveyor. 

Acting  thereunder,  the  company,  on  December  20, 1894,  forwarded 
the  resolution  adopted  by  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  town  of  Willis- 
ton  on  the  17th  of  November,  1894,  in  accordance  with  resolutions 
adopted  at  a  mass  meeting,  called  for  the  purpose,  at  which  resolutions 
were  adopted  authorizing  the  trustees  of  the  town  to  waive  and  dis- 
claim any  interest  in  the  premises. 

The  resolutions  are  as  follows: 

We,  the  undersigned  president  and  clerk  of  the  board  of  trusteea  of  the  town  of 
Williston,  in  the  county  of  Williams  and  State  of  North  Dakota,  hereby  certify  that 
the  following  resolutions  were,  on  the  17th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1S94,  adopted  by 
said  board  of  trustees  of  said  town  of  Williston,  viz: 

Whereaa,  the  tract  of  land  described  as  follows,  to  wit:  the  soath  ^  of  the  north- 
west ^  and  the  north  ^  of  the  southwest  i  of  section  24,  in  township  154  north  of 
range  101  west,  in  Williams  county,  North  Dakota,  was  located  with  Valentiue 
scrip  in  June,  1887,  and  the  tract  so  located  was  laid  out  and  platted  into  the  tovrn 
of  Williston,  and 

Whereas,  nearly  ali  the  residents  of  said  town  of  Williston  hold  their  lots  under 
contract  with  said  locators,  and 

WhereaSf  the  said  Valentine  scrip  was  withdrawn  on  December  20th,  1892,  and  the 
said  tract  selected  by  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railway  Company  the 
same  day,  under  act  of  August  5th,  1892,  and 

JVhereaSy  the  said  railway  company  has  undertaken  to  carry  ont  the  contract«  for 
the  sale  of  lots  of  said  locators,  and 

Whereas,  the  delay  in  the  issuance  of  the  patent  for  said  tract  is  a  great  hardship 
to  the  residents  of  said  town  of  Williston,  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  by  the  board  of  trustees  of  said  town  of  Williston,  that  the  said  town  of 
Williston  has  no  interest  in,  or  claim  or  right  to  the  said  tract,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  of  any  kind  or  nature  whatsoever, 

Resolved,  that  the  town  of  Williston  never  claimed  said  tract  of  land  or  any  por- 
tion of  it,  by  reason  of  said  town  being  located  upon  said  tract,  or  for  any  other 
reason  whatsoever, 

Resolved,  that  it  is  within  the  knowledge  of  this  board  of  trustees  that  nobody 
except  the  said  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railway  Company,  or  its  assigns, 
has  any  interest  in,  or  claim  or  right  to,  said  tract,  or  any  portion  thereof,  and 

Resolved,  that  a  copy  of  these  resolutions,  certified  to  by  the  president  and  clerk 
of  the  board  of  trustees  of  said  town  of  Williston,  be  forwarded  to  the  Honorable 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  United  States,  at  Washington,  D.  C,  and  that  he  be 
requested  to  insue  a  patent  for  said  tract  of  land  to  the  St.  Panl,  Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  Railway  Company. 

In  witness  whereof  we  have  hereto  set  our  hands  and  the  official  seal  of  said  town 
of  Williston  this  17th  day  of  November,  A.  D.,  1894. 

Jko.  Bruboobb.  FreHdenk    [sbau] 
Attest: 

W.  J.  Philbrook,  Cleti* 
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By  letter  of  January  5,  1895,  the  attorney  for  the  company  filed  an 
affidavit  by  John  Bruegger,  president  of  the  board  of  townsite  trustees 
of  the  town  of  Williston,  in  which  he  swears 

that  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  resolution,  to  wit^  on  the  16th  day  of  November 
3894,  a  mass  meeting  of  the  residents  of  said  town  was  called  and  held;  that  at  said 
meeting  the  resolations  subsequently  adopted  by  the  said  board  of  trustees  on  the 
17th  day  of  November  1894,  were  submitted  and  discussed,  and  said  resolutions  were 
adopted  by  a  majority  of  the  people  present  at  said  meeting. 

Before  any  action  was  taken  upon  this  showing  submitted  by  the 
company,  to  wit,  on  March  21,  1895,  the  local  officers  forwarded  an 
application  by  John  0.  Field,  one  of  the  residents  of  said  town,  to 
enter,  under  the  homestea<l  law,  the  SW.  J  of  said  Sec.  24,  and  in  an 
affidavit  accompanying  said  application  he  alleged  invalidity  in  the 
company's  selection  on  account  of  the  adverse  occupancy  of  the  town, 
and  therefore  petitioned  the  cancellation  of  the  company's  selection 
and  that  he  be  allowed  to  enter  as  applied  for. 

This  application,  it  appears,  was  rejected  by  your  office  letter  of 
April  3, 1895;  from  which  action  no  appeal  was  taken;  but  on  May  28, 
189"),  Field  filed  a  new  homestead  application,  covering  the  N.  J  of  the 
S  W.  i  and  the  S.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  said  Sec.  24,  the  tract  covered  by 
the  company's  selection,  and  accompanied  the  same  by  an  affidavit  of 
contest  against  the  company's  selection,  in  which  he  alleged  that  he 
had  resided  upon  the  land  involved  for  three  years  last  past;  that  he 
had  erected  three  buildings  thereon;  that  he  and  a  large  number  of 
persons,  residents  of  said  town,  had  no  notice  of  the  mass  meeting  of 
citizens,  notice  having  appeared  in  a  weekly  paper  but  a  few  hours  be- 
fore the  time  fixed  for  the  meeting;  that  he  believes  a  clear  majority 
of  the  citizens  are  utterly  opposed  to  transferring  their  rights  to  the 
company;  that  his  settlement  was  made  with  a  view  to  entering  under 
the  homestead  law;  that  there  has  been  no  attempt  to  form  a  townsite, 
nor  declare  one;  and  that  fully  three-fourths  of  the  land  covered  by 
his  application  is  vacant  and  uncultivated. 

Upon  said  contest  hearing  was  ordered  for  August  3, 1895,  and  on 
the  5th  of  that  month  the  local  officers  dismissed  the  contest  for  want 
of  service  upon  the  company.  Thereupon  Field's  attorney  asked  to  be 
allowed  to  re-file  the  affidavit  of  contest  and  that  new  notice  be  issued ; 
which  request  was  granted;  and  on  August  9,  1895,  new  notice  was 
issued  citing  the  parties  to  a  hearing  on  September  28,  1895;  upon 
which  date  the  hearing  was  held. 

The  contestant  Field,  after  he  had  submitted  his  own  testimony,  filed 
an  affidavit  for  a  continuance,  alleging  that  his  witnesses,  some  five  in 
number,  were  absent,  and  if  present  would,  with  one  exception,  testify 
th?«t  there  was  no  adequate  call  for  the  mass  meeting,  and  that  it  did 
not  express  the  feelings  or  desires  of  the  community.  The  company 
admitted  that  the  witnesses  named  in  the  application  of  continuance 
would,  if  present,  testify  to  the  statements  set  out  in  said  application, 
and  thereupon  introduced  testimony  in  its  own  behalf  tending  to  show 
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that  full  publicity  was  given  to  tbe  meetiug  held  oii  November  IC, 
1894;  and  tbat  tbe  attendance  at  tbat  meeting  was  larger  tbau  any 
public  meeting  ever  beld  in  tbe  town. 

Of  tbe  five  persons  named  in  tbe  application  for  a  continuance,  three 
were  sbown  to  bave  been  present  at  the  mass  meeting  referred  to. 

Tbe  local  officers  submitted  tbe  entire  record  as  matle,  wit  boat  recom- 
mendation, and  upon  consideration  of  tbe  matter,  in  your  office  deci8ioii 
of  February  8, 1897,  tbe  application  by  Field  to  make  bomestead  entry 
of  tbe  land  was  denied,  because  it  was  sbown  tbat  at  tbe  time  of  his 
settlement  tbe  tract  was  used  for  tbe  purposes  of  business  and  trade. 
From  this  action  Field  failed  to  appeal;  so  tbat  tbe  sole  question  pre- 
sented by  tbe  record  now  before  me  is  as  to  tbe  company's  rigbt  under 
its  selection  of  tbe  tract  made  as  before  stated. 

With  tbe  papers  forwarded  is  a  petition,  dated  August  16,  1895,  and 
signed  by  some  sixteen  persons,  in  which  they  state  that  they  earnestly 
desire  tbat  the  townsite  shall  become  a  government  townsite,  and  pro- 
test against  tbe  action  taken  at  the  mass  meeting  called  in  November, 
1894. 

It  is  a  fact  worthy  of  notice  that  this  petition  was  signed  after  the 
new  notice  bad  issued  upon  Field's  contest,  under  wbicli  hearing  was 
set  for  September  28, 1895,  and  that  the  ground  of  Field's  contest  was 
practically  tbe  allegation  made  in  the  petition,  namely,  tbat  the  action 
of  the  town  board  was  bad  without  due  notice  having  been  given  to 
the  occupants.  It  will  be  further  recalled  that  at  the  hearing  beld 
more  than  a  month  after  this  petition  was  signed.  Field  was  unable  to 
secure  tbe  attendance  of  a  single  witness,  tbe  case  being  submitted 
upon  bis  own  testimony.  There  is  little  assurance,  therefore,  tbat  if 
further  opportunity  were  given  for  a  hearing,  better  results  would  be 
now  obtained. 

Although  no  appearance  has  been  entered  on  behalf  of  tbe  town, 
nor  action  taken  looking  to  tbe  entry  of  tbe  tract  under  tbe  townsite 
laws,  your  office  decision  holds,  upon  the  entire  record  as  made,  that — 

it  is  clearly  shown  that  at  the  time  of  the  company's  selection^  adverse  rights 
existed  in  the  occupants  of  the  town,  and  the  land  was  not  subject  to  selection. 

Several  petitions  have  been  filed  recently,  requesting  that  the  status 
of  the  town  be  early  determined,  as  the  present  unsettled  condition  of 
tbe  question  is  working  a  barcbhip,  improvements  both  public  and  pri- 
vate being  retarded  and  prevented. 

On  account  of  tbe  public  interests  involved,  and  at  the  request  of  all 
parties,  the  matter  has  been  advanced  for  consideration. 

In  lieu  of  tbe  relinquishment  of  certain  lands  described  in  tbe  pre- 
amble of  the  act  of  August  5,  1892,  8upraj  tbe  Manitoba  railway  com- 
pany was  authorized  to  select  non-mineral  lands — 

not  reiser ved,  and  to  which  no  adverse  right  or  claim  shall  have  attached  or  luive 
been  initiated  at  the  time  of  making  such  selection. 
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Prior  to  the  company's  selection  of  this  tract  in  December,  1892,  to 
wit,  in  the  mouth  of  June,  1887,  one  H.  A.  Bnius  located  the  laud  now 
in  controversy  with  Valentine  scrip;  said  land  being  then  unsurveyed. 
Bruns  thereupon  platted  a  portion  of  the  tract  covered  by  his  location, 
as  the  town  of  Williston,  and  disposed  of  a  large  number  of  the  lots 
within  the  subdivision  platted  by  him. 

In  the  construction  of  the  Manitoba  road  it  crossed  a  portion  of  the 
land  covered  by  Bruns's  location,  and  upon  this  land  the  railway  com- 
pany established  a  division  terminus,  placing  thereon  its  necessary 
round  house,  coal  bunkers,  water  tanks,  station  house,  and  other  nec- 
essary buildings  at  such  terminus. 

While  the  record  does  not  disclose  it,  in  the  attorney's  brief  it  is 
stated  that  the  company  purchased  the  land  necessary  for  the  placing 
of  these  buildings  from  Bruns.  It  is  alleged  by  the  company  that 
Bruns  became  financially  embarrassed,  and  that  the  scrip  and  townsito 
passed  into  the  hands  of  other  persons.  Be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  shown 
that  upon  some  agreement  entered  into  between  the  successors  to  the 
rights  under  the  scrip  and  the  company,  the  scrip  was  withdrawn, 
the  withdrawal  being  filed  with  the  company's  selection  of  the  land. 
The  railway  company  states  that  it  agreed  to  protect  the  parties  who 
held  contracts  of  purchase  from  Bruns,  many  of  whom  had  made  large 
payments  upon  their  contracts.  It  would  appear  that  this  was  made 
the  moving  cause  for  the  action  of  the  town  meeting  waiving  any 
adverse  right  to  the  railway  company.  It  would  appear,  therefore, 
that  the  best  interests  of  all  parties  would  be  served  by  recognizing 
the  amicable  settlement  entered  into  between  the  purchasers  under  the 
scrip  location  and  the  railway  company. 

The  question  arises,  however:  Oan  it  be  held  that  the  land  was  prop- 
erly subject  to  the  company's  selection  at  the  time  it  was  madef  For, 
otherwise,  it  must  be  held  that  the  selection  was  invalid  and  can  not 
be  approved. 

It  is  first  necessary  to  ascertain  the  status  of  the  occupants  of  this 
land  at  the  time  of  the  company's  selection  in  December  1892.  It  is 
true,  the  land  was  then  being  used  for  purposes  of  business  and  trade, 
but  the  occupants  were  not  settlers  with  a  view  to  entry  under  the 
townsite  laws,  but  rather  occupants  and  purchasers  claiming  under 
the  scrip  location. 

In  the  case  of  Keith  v,  Townsite  of  Grand  Junction  (on  review,  3 
L.  D.,  431)  this  Department  held  that  the  rule  by  which  the  validity  of 
a  settlement  is  determined  applies  as  well  to  townsite  settlers  as  to 
claimants  under  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  law. 

The  restriction  under  the  act  of  1892,  under  which  the  company 
makes  its  selection  applies  only  to  lands  reserved,  and  to  those  to  which 
an  adverse  right  or  claim  shall  have  attached  or  been  initiated  at  the 
time  of  making  selection.  The  only  adverse  claim  that  had  been  ini- 
tiated to  this  laud  prior  to  the  company's  selection  was  that  growing 
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oat  of  the  scrip  location,  which  was  withdrawn  prior  to  the  filiog  of  the 
selection  by  the  railway  company,  and  those  claiming  under  x)urcha8e 
through  the  scrip  location  have  disclaimed  any  intention  to  contest 
the  company's  right  under  its  selection. 

I  do  not  think  it  can  be  held,  therefore,  upon  the  record  as  made, 
that  an  adverse  right  or  claim  had  attached  or  been  initiated  to  this 
land  at  the  time  of  the  company's  selection ;  and  being  satisfied,  uiK)n 
the  showing  presented,  that  the  interests  of  those  claiming  through  the 
scrip  location,  who  were  the  only  rightful  adverse  claimants  at  the  time 
of  the  company's  selection,  will  be  best  served  by  the  approval  of  the 
company's  selection,!  must  reverse  your  office  decision,  and  direct  that 
the  company's  list  be  submitted  for  approval,  with  a  view  to  the  issae 
of  patent  thereon. 


MINXNG  CLAIM-ADVEKSIC-PROTEST— PROOF  OF  £XPBNI>ITUIiX. 

Dbapeb  et  al.  V,  Wells  et  al. 

The  fact  that  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  publication  is  erroneonaly  stated  in  a 
foot  note  appended  to  the  published  notice  of  application  for  a  mineral  patent, 
will  not  excuse  an  adverse  claimant  from  filing  bis  adverse  within  the  pericnl 
fixed  by  the  statute. 

The  corroboration  of  a  protest  is  not  a  prerequisite  to  its  recognition  as  a  proper 
basisof  inquiry,  where  the  facts  cluirg(><l  are  shown  by  records  of  which  jndieial 
notice  must  be  taken  by  the  oflicers  of  tbe  Land  Department. 

The  statutory  requirement  that  proof  of  expenditure  to  the  amount  of  five  hundred 
dollars  shall  be  filed  during  tbe  period  of  publication  is  directory  only,  not 
mandatory,  as  to  the  time  when  such  proof  sbnll  be  made;  and  proof,  therefort*, 
filed  after  the  expiration  of  said  period,  showing  such  expenditare  made  in  dae 
time,  may  be  properly  considered. 

In  the  case  of  a  placer  claim  upon  surveyed  land,  conformiug  to  legal  subdivisions, 
the  proof  of  the  requisite  expenditure  may  be  made  otherwise  than  by  certificate 
of  the  United  States  surveyor-general. 

The  cases  of  Little  Pet  Lode,  4  L.  D.,  17;  and  Milton  et  al.  v.  Lamb,  22  L.  D.,  339, 
overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

( W.  V.  D.)  December  Ji%  1897.  (W.  A.  E.) 

April  5,  1895,  Gilbert  O.  Wells  et  al.y  filed  their  application  for  patent 
or  the  Panther  and  Panther  No.  2  placer  mining  claims,  embracing  the 
SJ  of  the  NEJ,  the  NJ  of  the  SEJ,  the  SEJ  of  the  NWJ  and  the  E}  of 
the  SWi  of  Sec.  32,  T.  22  S.,  R.  68  W.,  Pneblo,  Colorado,  land  district. 

No  protests  or  adverse  claims  were  filed  during  the  sixty  days  of 
tequired  publication,  but  »]une  21),  1895,  several  days  after  that  time, 
George  S.  Draper  et  al.  offered  for  filing  a  paper  i)urporting  to  be  an 
adverse  claim,  but  it  was  not  signed  or  sworn  to.  This  was  rejected  by 
the  local  officers  July  1,  1895. 

July  5, 1895,  there  was  filed  a  certilicato  that  suit  liad  been  instituted 
in  the  State  court  June  29th  to  sustain  the  adverse  claiuu    This  suit 
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seems  to  have  been  abandoned  since  the  rejection  of  the  adverse  claim, 
and  is  not  even  referred  to  by  the  protestiuits  in  their  later  papers. 

July  18, 1895,  Wells  et  al.  filed  their  application  to  purchase,  together 
with  affidavits  showing  five  hundred  dollars  worth  of  labor  and  improve- 
ments on  the  claim. 

July  23, 1896,  Draper  applied  for  leave  to  sign  and  swear  to  his 
adverse,  nunc  pro  tunc.  This  being  denied,  he  filed,  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  his  associates,  a  protest  against  the  issuance  of  patent  to 
Wells  et  al.  It  is  alleged  in  this  protest  that  the  notice  of  application 
for  patent  was  not  published  in  a  paper  of  general  circulation  nearest 
the  land;  that  five  hundred  dollars  worth  of  labor  and  improvements 
had  not  been  i^ut  on  the  claim ;  that  no  proper  proof  of  the  amount  and 
character  of  the  labor  and  improvements  was  filed  during  the  period 
of  publication  or  at  all.  It  is  further  alleged  that  protestant  and  his 
associates  had  located  this  land  prior  to  the  location  of  the  applicants, 
and  that  the  former  had  expended  about  three  hundred  dollars  in  the 
development  and  improvement  of  said  property,  and  intended  to  pro- 
cure title  to  the  same.  This  protest  was  corroborated  by  S.  H.  Manning, 
but  on  the  following  day,  July  24th,  Manning  filed  a  second  affidavit, 
withdrawing  his  corroboration,  repudiating  most  of  the  statements 
therein  attributed  to  him  and  alleging  that  the  corroborative  affidavit 
was  obtained  from  him  by  deceit. 

July  27, 1895,  Draper  et  al.  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers,  rendered  July  1st,  rejecting  their  adverse  claim. 

August  15,  1895,  the  local  officers  considered  and  dismissed  the  pro- 
test filed  July  23,  and  on  the  same  day  the  mineral  applicants  were 
allowed  to  make  entry.  The  following  day,  August  16th,  the  entire 
record  was  transmitted  to  your  office. 

September  13,  1895,  Draper  et  al.  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the 
local  officers  of  August  loth,  rejecting  their  protest.  This  appeal, 
however,  was  not  forwarded  to  your  office  until  October  7,  1895. 

September  21, 1895,  your  office  considered  the  case  on  the  first  appeal 
filed  by  Draper  et  al.  (the  second  api)eal  not  having  reached  your 
office)  and  affirmed  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  dismissing 
the  adverse  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  signed  or  verified.  It  was 
stated  in  said  decision  that  there  was  no  appeal  from  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  of  August  15, 1895,  rejecting  the  protest  filed  July  23, 
1895,  but  the  same  had  been  considered,  and  that  ^<the  protest  as  made 
and  corroborated  lays  proper  grounds  for  a  hearing,  if  nothing  had 
been  filed  in  said  matter  subsequently."  Manning's  second  affidavit 
was  then  quoted,  and  it  was  held  that  <<  this  affidavit  so  modifies  the 
statement  of  said  corroborating  witness  as  to  leave  the  i)rotest  under 
consideration  uncorroborated,  and  for  this  reason  you  should  have 
declined  to  order  a  hearing."  The  action  of  the  local  officers  was 
affirmed,  ^'  not  because  the  allegations  in  said  protest  are  insufficient, 
but  because  said  protest  is  uncorroborated."    It  was  also  said  that  the 
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action  of  the  local  officers  in  allowing  entry  while  ai>i)eal  was  pending 
was  irregular,  but  tbat  tlie  same  should  remain  intact  since  npon  the 
appeal  the  protest  had  proven  unavailing. 

October  26, 1895,  Draper  ct  al  filed  another  protest  in  exactly  the 
same  language  as  that  of  July  23rd.  This  protest  (forwarded  to  your 
office  without  action  by  the  register  and  receiver)  was  corroborated  by 
Charles  W.  Sellers  and  John  G.  McKee.  December  3, 1895,  Sellei^  and 
McKee  filed  their  joint  affidavit,  in  which  they  so  mo<lify  their  corrobo- 
ration as  to  practically  leave  the  protest  uncorroborated. 

In  a  letter  of  February  17, 1896,  denying  a  motion  for  review  of  your 
office  decision  of  September  21, 1895,  the  protest  filed  October  26, 1895, 
was  considered  and  dismissed. 

March  28, 1896,  Draper  et  al.  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  local  officers  were  right  in  rejecting  the  adverse  filed  June  29th, 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  filed  within  the  ^'  sixty  days  of  publica- 
tion." It  is  true  that  a  foot  note  to  the  published  notice,  probably 
placed  there  by  the  publisher  for  his  own  convenience,  shows  the  last 
publication  to  have  been  July  4, 1895,  but  it  also  shows  the  first  to  have 
been  April  11, 1895.  There  would  be  much  more  than  sixty  days  of 
publication  between  April  11th  and  July  4th,  so  that  the  error  was 
apparent  from  the  foot  note  and  could  not  have  been  misleading.  This 
is  not  a  case  where  the  published  notice  erroneously  stated  the  time  for 
appearance  or  action  by  adverse  parties  and  therefore  misled  them. 
Notices  of  mineral  applications  contain  in  themselves  no  words  of  cita- 
tion and  do  not  purport  by  their  own  terms  to  fix  the  time  for  adverse 
action.  Following  the  language  of  the  statute  such  a  public«ition  is 
simply  '<  a  notice  that  such  application  has  been  made,"  and  the  statute 
constitutes  the  citation  and  fixes  the  time  for  adverse  action.  The  fact 
that  the  notice  was  published  for  more  than  the  required  period  did  not 
change  the  time  fixed  by  law  for  filing  an  adverse.  In  the  case  oi 
Bonesell  et  al,  v,  McNider,  (13  L.  D.,  280)  a  similar  error  in  a  foot  note 
to  the  published  notice  was  held  not  to  excuse  the  adverse  claimant 
from  filing  his  adverse  within  the  period  fixed  by  section  2325,  which 
reads: 

If  no  adverse  claim  shall  have  been  filed  ....  at  the  expiration  of  the  aixty  days 
of  publicatioD,  it  shall  be  assumed  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  a  patent  ^  .  .  .  and 
that  no  adverse  claim  exists. 

The  protest  charges  that  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  by  Draper,  the  chiet 
clerk  in  charge  of  the  local  land  office  stated  '^  that  the  last  pnblicatum 
would  be  on  July  4,  1895,  and  that  protestant  had  until  the  evening  ot 
July  1, 1895,  in  which  to  file  his  adverse.''  It  appears  from  the  affidavit 
of  this  clerk  that  Draper's  inquiry  was  made  on  June  28,  1895,  and  as 
this  was  after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication,  it  is  imma- 
terial what  the  chief  clerk  may  have  said  at  that  time. 

The  protest  filed  July  23,  1895,  was  dismissed  by  your  office  Septem- 
ber 21 ,  1895,  aud  that  filed  October  26^  1895,  was  dismissed  Febraary 
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17,  1896, — ^both  for  the  reason  that  the  protest  was  uncorroborated,  the 
corroborating  witnesses  having  withdrawn  their  statements. 
In  your  office  decision  of  February  17, 1896,  it  was  said : 

Under  the  United  States  mineral  land  laws,  the  filing  of  a  protest  against  an  appli- 
cation for  patent  or  an  entry  is  nllo\vable|  and  when  a  protest  hiiH  been  filed  against 
a  mineral  entry,  it  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Coinmi.*>sioner  of  this  office  to 
allow  a  hearing  thereon,  or  to  dismiss  it.  It  is  true  that  the  Commissioner  might  in 
the  exercise  of  his  discretion  order  a  hearing  in  an  exceptional  case  upon  a  protest, 
although  it  was  uncorroborated.  But  the  general  and  almost  universal  practice  for 
many  years  has  been  to  require  such  protests  to  be  duly  corroborated  before  making 
an  order  allowing  a  hearing. 

As  a  general  proposition  it  is  a  correct  practice  to  decline  to  consider 
an  uncorroborated  protest  where  the  facts  alleged  and  upon  which  a 
hearing  is  asked  are  not  matters  of  record,  but  it  is  held  (Pierce  v. 
Bond,  22  L.  D.,  345)  that  the  corroboration  of  a  protest  is  not  a  pre- 
requisite to  its  recognition  as  a  proper  basis  for  inquiry  where  the 
facts  charged  are  shown  by  records  of  which  judicial  notice  must  be 
taken  by  the  officers  of  the  Land  Department. 

The  protestants  allege,  inter  alia^  that — 

no  proper  proof  of  the  amount  and  character  of  tlie  improvements  on  said  claim  by 
the  duly  constituted  officer,  as  by  statute  and  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Laud 
Department  required,  was  filed  daring  the  period  of  ])ublication  or  at  all. 

This  statement  was  either  proven  or  disproved  by  the  record  in  this 
case,  of  which  notice  should  have  been  taken,  and  if  proven  by  the 
record  it  was  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry  without  other  corroboration. 
Was  this  allegation  proven? 

Section  2329  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that: 

Claims  usually  called  "  placers/'  including  all  forms  of  deposit,  excepting  veins  of 
quartz,  or  other  rock  in  place,  shall  be  subject  to  entry  and  patent,  under  like  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  and  upon  similar  proeeeilings,  as  are  provided  for  vein  or 
lode  claims;  but  where  the  lands  have  been  previously  surveyed  by  the  United 
States,  the  entry  in  its  exterior  limits  shall  conform  to  the  legal  subdivisions  of  the 
public  lands. 

Section  2325,  having  reference  to  procee^lings  to  obtain  patent  to 
vein  or  lode  claims,  provides,  inter  alia,  that: 

llie  claimant  at  the  time  of  filing  this  application  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  within 
the  sixty  days  of  publication,  shall  file  with  the  rec^ister  a  certificate  of  the  United 
States  surveyor-general  that  five  hundred  dollars  worth  of  labor  has  been  expended 
or  improvements  made  upon  the  claim  by  himself  or  grantors. 

With  the  record  in  the  present  ease  are  affidavits  showing  the  expend- 
iture of  five  hundred  dollars  in  labor  and  improvements  on  the  claim 
before  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  publication,  but  these  affidavits 
were  filed  several  days  after  that  period. 

The  first  question  presented  in  regard  to  these  affidavits  is  whether 
they  were  filed  in  time  to  authorize  their  consideration;  in  other  words, 
is  the  provision  of  the  statute  as  to  the  time  when  proof  of  expenditure 
ill  labor  and  improvements  shall  be  filed  mandatory  or  only  directory. 
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Tbe  thing  to  be  accomplished,  the  essence  of  the  statutory  reqnire- 
inent^  is  the  development  and  improvement  of  the  claim  by  tbe  ex]>eiidi- 
tnre  thereon  of  a  stated  amount  in  labor  or  improvements  by  the 
applicant  or  his  grantors  as  a  condition  to  patenting  the  claim.  The 
proof  thereof  is  required  for  the  information  and  guidance  of  the  gov- 
ernment and  not  for  the  information  or  guidance  of  adverse  parties. 
Differing  from  the  annual  expenditure  of  one  hundred  dollars  required 
by  law,  this  five  hundred  dollar  expenditure  is  not  a  condition  to  the 
maintenance  of  a  mineral  location.  It  is  only  a  prerequisite  to  a  patent, 
the  obtaining  of  which  is  not  necessary  to  the  continued  occupation  and 
enjoyment  of  a  mineral  claim.  The  failure  to  make  this  five  hundred 
dollar  expenditure  does  not  subject  the  claim  to  the  acquisition  of 
rights  by  others  and  much  less  would  a  failure  to  furnish  proof  of  such 
expenditure  do  so.  The  time  of  filing  such  proof  does  not  affect  tlie 
rights  of  others  prejudicially  or  at  all. 

Judge  Gooley,  in  his  Constitutional  Limitations,  (4th  Ed.,  93)  says: 

Those  directions  which  are  not  of  the  essence  of  the  thing  to  be  done,  bnt  which 
are  given  with  a  view  merely  to  the  proper,  orderly,  and  prompt  conduct  of  the 
bnsinessi  and  by  a  failure  to  obey  which  the  rights  of  those  interested  will  not  l>e 
prejudiced,  are  not  commonly  to  be  regarded  as  mandatory ;  and  if  the  act  is  per- 
formed, bnt  not  in  the  time  or  in  the  precise  mode  indicated,  it  may  still  be  suffi- 
cient, if  that  which  is  done  accomplishes  the  substantial  purpose  of  the  statute. 
But  this  rule  presupposes  that  no  negative  words  are  employed  in  the  statute  which 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  forbid  the  doing  of  the  act  at  any  other  tinie 
or  in  any  other  manner  than  as  directed. 

In  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  it  is  said  (section  447): 

Where  a  statute  is  affirmative  it  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  the  mode  or  time 
mentioned  in  it  are  exclusive,  and  that  the  act  provided  for,  if  done  at  a  different 
time  or  in  a  different  manner,  will  not  have  effect.    Such  is  the  literal  implication^ 
it  is  true;  but  since  the  letter  may  be  modified  to  give  effect  to  the  intention,  that 
implication  is  often  prevented  by  another  implication,  namely,  that  the  legialatnre 
intends  what  is  reasonable,  and  especially  that  the  act  shall  have  effect;  that  its 
purpose  shall  not  be  thwarted  by  any  trivial  omission,  or  a  departure  from  it  in 
some  formal,  incidental  and  comparatively  unimportant  particular. 

Applying  this  rule  of  construction  to  the  provision  fixing  the  time  of 
filing  proof  of  this  expenditure,  it  seems  to  clearly  result  that  it  is 
directory  and  not  mandatory. 

This  is  apparently  in  conflict  with  what  was  said  in  the  cases  of  Hiittle 
Pet  Lode,  4  L.  D.,  17,  and  Milton  et  al.  v.  Lamb,  22  L.  D.,  339,  butin  those 
cases  it  was  not  shown,  as  it  is  here,  that  the  expenditure  had  Y>eeii 
made  before  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  publication. 

In  Little  Pet  Lode,  the  certificate  of  the  surveyor-general  slxo^wing 
the  required  expenditure  was  made  and  filed  over  a  year  after   tbe 
period  of  publication.    It  was  not  shown  when  the  improvementi^  lia*\ 
actually  been  made,  but  the  report  of  the  United  States  deputy  tuin^j^al 
surveyor  showed  that  at  the  time  of  survey  there  had  not  been  fi^ 
hundred  dollars  expended.  **Ve 

In  Milton  et  al.  v.  Lamb,  the  deputy  who  made  the  survey  certiaed  t^ 
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only  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  worth  of  improvements.  It 
was  not  claimed  or  shown  that  five  hundred  dollars  had  been  expended 
in  labor  and  improvements  prior  to  tbe  expiration  of  the  period  of  pub- 
lication, and  the  certificate  of  the  surveyor-ij^eneral  showing  the  required 
expenditure  in  amount  was  not  made  until  several  months  after  that 
period. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  facts  in  those  cases  were  different  from  those 
here,  and  that  a  part  of  what  was  then  said  was  not  necessary  to  a  dis- 
position of  the  questions  actually  presented.  To  the  extent  that  those 
cases  are  in  conflict  with  the  ruling  here  announced,  they  will  not  be 
followed,  and  are  overruled. 

We  come  now  to  the  question  whether,  in  case  of  a  placer  claim  upon 
surveyed  lands  and  conforming  to  legal  sub-divisions,  the  proof  of  the 
required  expenditure  maybe  made  otherwise  than  by  a  certificate  of 
the  United  States  surveyor-general. 

It  appears  that  it  has  been  the  practice  of  your  oflice  for  some  time 
past  to  accept  as  proof  of  the  required  expenditure  in  such  cases  afld- 
davits  similar  to  those  here  filed.  This  i)ractice  is  founded  upon  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Hosina  T,  Gerhauser,  7  L.  D.,  390,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  (syllabus) : 

An  examination  of  a  placer  claim  and  report  thereon,  by  a  depnty  mineral  sur- 
veyor, at  the  expense  of  the  apphcant  for  patient,  should  not  be  required,  where  the 
claim  is  upon  surveyed  land  and  in  conformity  with  l('<^al  subdiyisiouH. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  statute  does  not  require  proceedings  to 
obtain  patent  to  placer  claims  to  be  the  same  or  identical  with  those 
to  obtain  patent  to  lode  claims.  Section  2329  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
provides  that: 

Claims  usually  called  ''placers''  .  .  .  shall  be  subject  to  entry  and  patent,  under 
like  circumstances  and  conditions  and  upon  similar  proceedings,  as  are  provided  for 
vein  or  lode  claims. 

Now,  the  requirement  that  the  claimant  shall  furnish  proof  of  the 
expenditure  of  five  hundred  dollars  on  the  claim  is  just  as  necessary, 
and  just  as  applicable,  in  the  case  of  a  placer  claim  as  in  the  case  of  a 
lode  claim.  Its  object  is  to  evidence  the  good  faith  of  the  claimant  and 
to  demonstrate  the  mineral  character  of  the  land;  but  the  reason  for 
requiring  the  proof  of  this  expenditure  to  be  by  certificate  of  the 
surveyor-general  in  the  case  of  a  lode  claim  does  not  seem  to  apply  to 
a  placer  claim  located  upon  surveyed  land  according  to  legal  sub- 
divisions. Lode  claims  are  never  located  according  to  legal  subdivisions 
but  according  to  the  course  of  the  vein  or  lode,  and  a  special  survey 
and  plat  thereof  must  be  made.  It  seems  to  have  been  believed  appro- 
priate that  the  United  States  officer  who  has  charge  of  this  surveying 
and  platting  should  furnish  the  certificate  of  expenditure  for  labor  and 
improvements.  With  reference  to  placer  claims,  however,  section  2331, 
U.  S.,  i)rovides,  inter  alia,  that: 

Where  placer  claims  are  upon  surveyed  lauds  and  conform  to  legal  subdivisions  no 
farther  survey  or  plat  shall  be  required. 
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This  clnim  beinfj  located  upon  Rnrveyed  lands  and  cimfonnin ji^  to  lejral 
subdivisions,  no  further  survey  or  plat  is  required,  and  the  special  rea 
sou  for  requiring  the  certificate  of  the  surveyor-general  in  lo<le  claims 
does  not  exist.  To  require  such  a  certificate  would  be  to  put  tlir 
claimant  to  a  considerable  expense  for  the  services  of  a  deputy  minenil 
surveyor,  who  would  have  no  duty  to  perform  but  to  examine  and  report 
on  the  labor  and  improvements.  By  the  affidavits  of  credible  witnesses 
who  are  personally  acquainted  with  the  claim  the  requisite  exix^nditare 
may  be  conveniently  and  reasonably  proven.  The  establishing  of  this 
fact  in  this  manner  would  be  a  similar  proceeding  to  that  provided  for 
vein  or  lode  claims.  If  the  provision  for  the  surveyor-general's  certifi- 
cate in  cases  of  vein  or  lode  claims  be  mandatory,  as  to  which  no 
opinion  is  now  expressed,  it  is  not  extended  in  its  mandatory  form  to 
placer  claims  located  upon  surveyed  laud  and  conforming  to  legal  sub- 
divisions. 

The  allegation  of  insufficient  proof  of  expenditure  is  not  supi>orted  by 
the  record  and  the  other  charges  being  uncorroborated,  your  office 
decision  is  affirmed. 

The  defendants  have  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal,  urging 
that  the  appellants  are  protestants  without  interest  and  not  entitled  to 
appeal.  The  disposition  of  the  case  hereinbefore  made  renders  it  unnec- 
essary to  rule  upon  this  motion. 


Hill  v.  Gibson. 


Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  July  27, 1897, 25  L.  D., 
63,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Kyau  December  29, 1897. 


oklahoma  townsite-section  ««,  act  of  may  «,  1800. 

City  of  Enid. 

Tlie  right  to  the  pnrchase  money  paid  on  the  commutation  of  a  homestead  entrj*  fnr 
townsite  purposes  can  only  be  recognized  on  behalf  of  an  independent  mnnicipal 
organization. 

Acting  Secretary  Ryan  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 
(W.  V.  D.)  JDecember  J29j  1897.  (P.  J.  G.) 

With  your  office  letter  "M"  of  June  2, 1897,  is  transmitted  the  appli- 
cation of  S.  R.  Marshall,  mayor  and  agent  of  the  city  of  Enid,  okhi- 
homa  Territory,  for  the  payment  to  the  said  city  of  Enid  of  the  sum  of 
$1,413.70,  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  Maurice  A.  Wogaii 
for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  7,  T.  22  N.,  R.  6  W.,  being  cash  entry  No.  5,  Eni(K 
Oklahoma,  land  district,  under  tlie  provisions  of  section  22  of  theaetof 
May  2, 1890  (2(>  Stat,  81);  and  also  a  protest  against  the  same,  liled  by 
the  residents  of  Kenwood,  and  accompanying  papers.  Thia  matter  iij 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  instruction. 
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It  is  stated  in  your  office  letter  that  Wogan  made  entry  of  the 
described  land  July  20, 1894,  "according  to  the  approved  plats  of  the 
townsite  of  Kenwood,  Oklahoma  Territory." 

There  is  no  question  raised  by  the  protestants  in  this  matter  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  organization  of  the  city  of  Enid,  as  a  city  of  the 
drst  class,  under  the  Oklahoma  statutes.  It  may  be  said,  however, 
that  from  an  investigation  of  the  record,  together  with  the  statute,  it 
seems  to  be  regular  in  all  particulars. 

Section  5,  article  5,  chapter  14,  of  the  statutes  of  Oklahoma  (1893), 
reads  as  follows: 

The  city  council  in  their  discretion  may  add  from  the  territory  adjacent  to  the 
city  limits,  as  defined  and  existing  at  the  date  of  the  approval  of  this  act,  such  addi- 
tional territory  as  they  may  deem  proper,  and  shall  in  every  case  have  power  to 
increase  or  diminish  the  city  limits,  in  such  manner  as  in  their  judgment  and  dis* 
cretion  may  redound  to  the  heneiit  of  the  city :  Provided,  That  in  no  case  shall  any 
ailjacent  territory,  except  when  sah-divided  into  tracts  or  parcels  of  less  than  five 
acres,  be  added  to  the  limits  of  the  city  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  owners 
of  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  acres,  owned  by  residents  of  Oklahoma^  of 
the  territory  to  be  added :  Provided,  'lliat  tracts  of  land  in  excess  of  five  acres  used 
for  agricultural  purposes  shall  not  be  subject  to  city  taxes. 

At  a  special  meeting  of  the  city  council,  the  request  for  which  was 
properly  signed  as  provided  by  section  1,  article  3,  chapter  14,  Statutes 
of  Oklahoma,  held  on  the  11th  day  of  September,  1895,  an  ordinance 
was  passed  by  which  the  land  described, 

known  as  Kenwood,  being  adjacent  to  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Enid  and  subdi- 
vided into  tracts,  parcels,  of  less  than  five  (5)  acres  each,  be,  and  the  same  hereby 
is,  added  to,  incorporated  into,  and  made  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  city  of  Enid. 

This  ordinance  was  published  as  provided  by  law  and  was  to  be  in 
full  force  and  effect  from  and  after  publication. 

It  appears  that  W.  A.  Lee  and  five  others,  residents  of  what  is  said 
to  have  been  the  "townsite  of  Kenwood,"  on  September  3, 1896,  filed  a 
petition  before  the  board  of  county  commissioners  of  the  county  in 
which  the  land  is  situated,  stating  that  the  townsite  was  platted  and 
recorded,  that  there  were  then  residing  upon  said  tract  twenty-nine 
persons,  and  asking  that  the  townsite  of  Kenwood  be  incorporated  as 
the  village  of  Kenwood  under  the  statutes  of  Oklahoma. 

Upon  this  petition  the  board  of  county  commissioners,  on  October  8, 
181)5,  passed  a  resolution  by  which  it  was  ordered  that  a  meeting  of 
the  qualified  residents  be  held,  at  a  place  named,  on  the  28th  day  of 
October,  1895,  to  determine  whether  said  territory  and  the  people  thereof 
shall  be  an  incorporated  town. 

It  appears  that  the  city  of  Enid  brought  a  suit  against  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  and  the  residents  of  the  townsite  of  Kenwood,, 
and  that  a  temporary  restraining  order  was  issued  against  the  defend- 
ants, by  the  district  court,  restraining  them  and  each  of  them  &om 
holding  any  election  for  the  purpose  of  voting  upon  the  question  of 
incorporation,  or  from  making  any  order  in  respect  thereto,  or  doing  or 
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performing  any  act  with  reference  to  the  said  incorporation  of  the  said 
tract  of  laud  as  a  village. 

At  the  time  the  present  application  for  this  fund  was  presented  to 
your  ofiQce,  there  was  nothing  in  the  record  showing  what  was  the  final 
disposition  of  this  suit,  but  the  Dei)artment  is  now  in  receipt  of  a  cer- 
tified copy  of  the  proceedings  had  in  this  connection  in  the  district 
court,  by  which  it  appears  that  on  March  10, 1896, 

upon  defendant's   motion  to  quasb  the  writ  herein,   ....  the  conrt  sastaina 
defendant's  motion  and  dismisses  tl^is  oaase  at  plaintiff's  cost. 

It  is  not  shown  by  anythiug  in  the  record  whether  there  has  been 
any  further  action  taken  by  the  residents  of  Kenwood  to  perfect  the 
incorporation  of  the  same  as  a  village,  and  as  the  record  stands  before 
the  Department  to-day,  it  seems  that  Kenwood  is  now  a  part  of  the 
city  of  Enid,  having  been  attached  thereto  by  such  proceedings  as  are 
provided  for  by  statute.  The  record  showing  nothing  to  the  contrary, 
it  must  therefore  be  held  that  this  tract  of  land,  which  was  entered 
under  section  22  of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  is  now  a  part  and  parcel  of 
the  municipality  of  the  city  of  Enid. 

This  section  of  the  statute,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  subject  under  con- 
sideration, reads  as  follows: 

Providedy  further ,  That  in  ease  any  lands  in  said  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  which 
may  he  occnpied  and  filed  upon  as  a  homestead,  under  the  provisions  of  law  appli- 
cahle  to  said  Territory,  by  a  person  who  is  entitled  to  perfect  his  title  thereto  nndt*r 
such  laws,  are  required  for  townsite  purposes,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  person  to 
apply  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  purchase  the  lauds  embrace<l  in  said  hum  in- 
stead or  any  part  thereof  for  townsite  purpose's.  Ue  shall  file  with  the  applicatiun 
a  plat  of  such  proposed  townsite,  and  if  such  plat  shaU  he  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  he  sball  issue  a  patent  to  such  person  for  land  embraced  in  said 
townsite,  upon  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  ten  dollars  per  acre  for  all  the  lands 
embraced  in  such  townsite,  except  the  lands  to  he  donated  and  maintained  for  pub- 
Uc  purposes  as  provided  in  this  section.  And  the  sum  so  received  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  be  paid  over  to  the  proper  authorities  of  the  municipalities  when 
organized,  to  be  used  by  them  for  school  purposes  only. 

It  is  under  the  provisions  of  this  statute  that  the  city  of  Enid  now 
makes  demand  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  of  this  tract  of 
land,  and  upon  the  record  as  presented  it  seems  to  me  that  the  pay- 
ment should  be  made. 

It  is  directed  by  the  last  paragraph  of  the  statute  quoted,  that  the 
money  "  shall  be  paid  over  to  the  proper  authorities  of  the  municipal- 
ities when  organizedJ\  That  which  precedes  does  not  necessarily  mean 
that  land  to  be  so  purchased  must  at  the  time  be  within  an  organizetl 
or  incorporated  town.  It  is  necessary  that  it  be  required  for  townsite 
purposes  and  be  platted  as  a  townsite,  but  a  townsite  and  an  organizetl 
town  are  however  not  synonymous.  Organization  or  incorporation, 
while  not  necessary  to  a  purchase  or  entry  under  the  act,  is  a  prerequi- 
site to  payment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  for  it  is  to  the  munic- 
ipality ("when  organized")  embracing  such  land  that  payment  is  to  be 
BO  made. 
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In  tlie  absence  of  any  independent  mnnicipal  organization  of  Ken- 
wood, and  in  view  of  the  inclusion  of  this  tract  within  the  city  of 
Enid,  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid  over  to  the  proper  authorities 
of  the  latter  town. 

Reference  is  also  made  in  your  letter  to  the  entry  made  by  liuther 
M.  McGuire  of  29,99  acres,  being  entry  No.  OQj  for  the  SW.  J  of  the 
NW.  J  of  Sec.  8,  said  township  and  range,  under  the  same  statute. 

This  tract,  it  also  appears  by  the  record  before  me,  has  been  by 
legal  action  by  the  council  included  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Enid.  It  is  stated  by  your  said  office  letter  that  there  is  the 
sum  of  $299.93  due  the  authorities  of  the  city  of  Enid  by  reason  of 
this  transaction.  There  being  no  objection  offered  by  any  one  in  this 
behalf,  the  recommendation  of  your  office  is  approved. 

Certificates  will  therefore  be  duly  issued,  addressed  to  the  Honorable 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  stating  that  the  city  of  Enid  is  entitled  to 
the  money  applied  for  by  reason  of  cash  purchases  No.  5  and  No.  66  as 
aforesaid;  and  you  are  hereby  directed  to  state  an  account  in  favor  of 
the  city  of  Enid,  Oklahoma  Territory,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
public  schools  of  said  city. 


Desmond  v.  Judb  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  29, 1896, 22  L.  D., 
619,  denied  by  Secretary  Bliss,  December  31,  ld97« 
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UNITED  STATES  MINING  LAWS, 
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REGUUTIONS  THEREUNDER. 


APPROVED  DECEMBER  15.  1897. 
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UNITED  STATES  MINING  LAWS,  AND  REGULATIONS  THERE- 
UNDER, RELATIVE  TO  THE  RESERVATION,  EXPLORATION, 
LOCATION,  POSSESSION,  PURCHASE,  AND  PATENTING  OF  THE 
MINERAL  LANDS  IN  THE  PUBLIC  DOMAIN, 


DepabDment  of  the  Interiob, 

Genebal.  Land  Office. 

minebal  lands  open  to  explobation,  occupation, 

and  pubchase. 

Sec.  2318,  B.  S.  In  all  cases  lands  yalnable  for  minerals  shall  be    ^^"^  ^'^^ 
reserved  from  sale,  except  as  otherwise  expressly  directed  by  law.       reserved. 

Sec.  2319.  All  valnable  mineral  deposits  in  lands  belonging  to  the    4  juiy.  1866,  c. 
United  States,  both  surveyed  and  unsurveyed,  are  hereby  declared  to  166,  b.  5,  v.  14,  p. 
be  free  and  open  to  exploration  and  purchase,  and  the  lands  in  "^rhich  ^-  .        .    .     , 
they  are  found  to  occupation  and  purchase,  by  citizens  of  the  United open°toparchiwe 
States  and  those  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  such,  bj'  citizens, 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  law,  and  according  to  the  local  cus-  ■  — -— — 

toms  or  rules  of  miners  in  the  several  mining  districts,  so  far  as  the  152  b  l^v  17  p 
same  are  applicable  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  United  91.'  *  >  *  >i^* 
States. 

NATUBE  AND  EXTENT  OF  MINING  CLAIMS. 

1.  Mining  claims  are  of  two  distinct  classes:  Lode  claims 
and  placers. 

LODE  CLAIMS. 

Sec.  2320,  E.  S.  Mining  claims  upon  veins  or  lodes  of  qnartz  or  other    ^^^P}^  ofmin- 
rock  in  place  bearing  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  lead,  tin,  copper,  or  other  ^fnJ  orTodes!*'" 

valuable  deposits,  heretofore  located,  shall  be  governed  as  to  length '. — 

along  the  vein  or  lode  by  the  customs,  regulations,  and  laws  in  force     10  May,  1872,  c. 
at  the  date  of  their  locution.    A  mining  claim  located  after  the  tenth  J^^»  ••  ^  ^*  ^'''  P* 
day  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two,  whether  located  by 
one  or  more  persons,  may  equal,  but  shall  not  exceed,  one  thousand 
five  hundred  feet  in  length  along  the  vein  or  lode;  but  no  location  of 
a  mining  claim  shall  be  made  until  the  discovery  of  the  vein  or  lode 
within  the  limits  of  the  claim  located.    No  claim  shall  extend  more 
than  three  hundred  feet  on  each  side  of  the  middle  of  the  vein  at  the 
surface,  nor  shall  any  claim  bo  limited  by  any  mining  regulation  to 
lc»8s  than  twenty-five  feet  on  each  side  of  the  middle  of  the  vein  at 
the  surface,  except  where  adverse  rights  existing  on  the  tenth  day  of  ^ 
May,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two,  render  such  limitation  nec- 
essary.   The  end  lines  of  each  claim  shall  be  parallel  to  each  other. 

Sec.  2322.  The  locators  of  all  mining  locations  heretofore  made  or  Locator8|  right* 
which  shall  hereafter  be  made,  on  any  mineral  vein,  lode,  or  ledge,  sit-  pif^J^^nJ""  " 

uated  on  the  public  domain,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  where  no  adverse    ^    ! 

claim  exists  on  the  tenth  day  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-  10  May,  1872,  c. 
two,  so  long  as  they  comply  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  JJ2,  s.  3,  v.  17,  p. 
with  State,  Territorial;  and  local  regulations  not  in  conflict  with  the 
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lawB  of  the  United  States  governing  their  poeseasory  title,  shall  have 
the  exchiBive  right  of  possession  and  enjoyment  of  all  the  snrface 
included  within  the  lines  of  their  locations,  und  of  all  veins,  lodes,  and 
ledges  throughout  their  entire  depth,  the  top  or  apex  of  which  lies 
inside  of  such  surface  lines  extended  downward  vertically,  although 
such  veins,  lodes,  or  ledges  may  so  far  depart  from  a  perpendicular  in 
their  course  downward  as  to  extend  outside  the  vertical  side  lines  of 
such  surface  locations.    But  their  right  of  possession  to  such  outside 
parts  of  such  veins  or  ledges  shall  be  confined  to  such  portions 
thereof  as  lie  between  vertical  ])lane8  drawn  downward  as  above 
described,  through  the  end  lines  of  their  locations,  so  continned  in 
their  own  direction  that  such  planes  will  intersect  such  exterior  parts 
of  such  veins  or  ledges.    And  nothing  in  this  section  shall  authorize 
the  locator  or  possessor  of  a  vein  or  lode  which  extends  in  its  down- 
ward coui-se  beyond  the  vertical  lines  of  his  claim  to  enter  upon  the 
surface  of  a  claim  owned  or  possessed  b^  another. 
Wlicro  reins     Sec.  2336.  Where  two  or  more  veins  intvorseot  or  cross  each  other, 
jpterHect,  etc.  ^  priority  of  title  shall  govern,  and  such  prior  location  shall  be  entitled 
10  May,  1872,  o.  to  all  ore  or  mineral  contained  within  the  space  of  intersection ;  bnt 
152,  s.  U,  T.  17,  p.  the  subsequent  location  shall  have  the  right  of  way  through  the  space 
•••  of  intersection  for  the  purposes  of  the  convenient  working  of  the  mine. 

And  where  two  or  more  veins  unite,  the  oldest  or  prior  location  shall 
take  the  vein  below  the  point  of  unions  including  all  the  space  of 
intersection. 

CLAIMS  LOCATED  OR  PATENTED  PBIOR  TO  MAT  10,  1872. 

2.  The  status  of  lode  claims  located  or  patented  previoas 
to  the  10th  day  of  May,  1872,  is  not  changed  with  regard  to 
their  extent  along  the  lode  or  width  of  surface;  but  the 
claim  is  enlarged  by  sections  2322  and  2328,  by  investing 
the  locator,  bis  heirs  or  assigns,  with  the  right  to  follow, 
upon  the  conditions  stated  therein,  all  veins,  lodes^  or 
ledges,  the  top  or  apex  of  which  lies  inside  of  the  surface 
lines  of  his  claim. 

3.  It  is  to  be  distinctly  understood,  however,  that  the 
law  limits  the  possessory  right  to  veins,  lodes,  or  ledges, 
other  than  the  one  named  in  the  original  location,  to  such 
as  were  not  adversely  claimed  on  May  10,  187J2^  and  that 
where  such  other  vein  or  ledge  was  so  adveri^ely  claimed 
at  that  date  the  right  of  the  party  so  adversely  claiming 
is  in  no  way  impaired  by  the  provisions  of  the  lievised 
Statutes. 

CLAIMS  LOCATED  SirBSEQUENTLT  TO  MAY  10,  1872. 

4.  From  and  after  the  10th  May,  1872,  any  person  who 
is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  who  has  declared  his 
intention  to  become  a  citizen,  may  locate,  record,  and  hold 
a  mining  claim  of  fifteen  hundred  linear  feet  along  the 
course  of  any  mineral  vein  or  lode  subject  to  location ;  or 
an  association  of  persons,  severally  qualified  as  above, 
may  make  joint  location  of  such  claim  of  fifteen  hundred 
feet,  but  in  no  event  can  a  location  of  a  vein  or  lode  made 
subsequent  to  May  10, 1872,  exceed  fifteen  hundred  feet 
along  the  course  tliereof,  whatever  may  be  the  number  of 
persons  composing  the  association. 

5.  With  regard  to  the  extent  of  surfac^e  ground  adjoining 
a  vein  or  lode,  and  claimed  for  the  convenient  w^orking 
thereof,  the  Kevised  Statutes  provide  that  the  lateral  extent 
of  locations  of  veins  or  lodes  made  alter  May  10, 1872^  shall 
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in  no  case  exceed  three  hundred  feet  on  each  side  of  the  mid- 
dle oftJie  vein  at  the  surface^  and  that  no  sucli  surface  rights 
shall  be  limited  by  any  mining  regulations  to  less  than 
twenty-five  feet  on  each  side  of  the  middle  of  the  vein  at 
the  surface,  except  where  adverse  rights  existing  on  the 
10th  May,  1872,  may  render  such  limitation  necessary;  the 
end  lines  of  such  claims  to  be  in  all  cases  parallel  to  each 
other.  Said  lateral  measurements  can  not  exttmd  beyond 
three  hundred  feet  on  either  side  of  the  middle  of  the  vein 
at  the  surface,  or  such  distance  as  is  allowed  by  local  laws. 
For  exami)le:  400  feet  can  not  be  taken  on  one  side  and 
200  feet  on  the  other.  If,  however,  300  feet  on  each  side 
are  allowed,  and  by  reason  of  prior  claims  but  100  feet  can 
be  taken  on  one  side,  the  locator  will  not  be  restricted  to 
less  than  300  feet  on  the  other  side;  and  when  the  locator 
does  not  determine  by  exploration  where  the  middle  of  the 
vein  at  the  surface  is,  his  discovery  shaft  must  be  assumed 
to  mark  such  point. 

0.  By  the  foregoing  it  will  be  perceived  that  no  lode 
claim  located  after  the  10th  May,  1872,  can  exceed  a  paral- 
lelogram fifteen  hundred  feet  in  length  by  six  hundred  feet 
in  width,  but  whether  surface  ground  of  that  width  can  be 
taken  depends  upon  the  local  regulations  or  State  or  Ter- 
ritorial laws  in  force  in  the  several  mining  districts;  and 
that  no  such  local  regulations  or  State  or  Territorial  laws 
shall  limit  a  vein  or  lode  claim  to  less  than  fifteen  hundred 
feet  along  the  course  thereof,  whether  the  location  is  made 
by  one  or  more  persons,  nor  can  surface  rights  be  limited 
to  less  than  fifty  feet  in  width  unless  adverse  claims  exist- 
ing on  the  10th  day  of  May,  1872,  render  such  lateral  lim- 
itation necessary. 

7.  The  rights  granted  to  locators  under  section  2322, 
Revised  Statutes,  are  restricted  to  such  locations  on  veins, 
lodes,  or  ledges  as  may  be  "situated  on  the  public  domainJ'^ 
In  applications  for  lode  claims  where  the  survey  contiicts 
with  the  survey  or  location  lines  of  a  prior  valid  lode  claim 
and  the  ground  within  the  conflicting  surveys  is  excluded, 
the  applicant  not  only  has  no  right  to  the  excluded  ground, 
but  he  has  no  right  to  that  portion  of  any  vein  or  lode  the 
top  or  apex  of  which  lies  within  such  excluded  ground, 
unless  his  location  was  prior  to  May  10, 1872.  His  right  to 
the  lode  claimed  terminates  where  the  lode,  in  its  onward 
course  or  strike,  intersects  the  exterior  boundary  of  such 
excluded  ground  and  passes  within  it.  The  end  line  of  his 
survey  should  not,  therefore,  be  established  beyond  such 
intersection. 

S.  Where,  however,  the  lode  claim  for  which  survey  is 
being  made  was  located  prior  to  the  conflicting  claim,  and 
such  conflict  is  to  be  excluded,  in  order  to  include  all  ground 
not  so  excluded  the  end  line  of  the  survey  may  be  estab- 
lished within  the  conflicting  lode  claim,  but  the  line  must 
be  so  run  as  not  to  extend  any  farther  into  such  conflicting 
claim  than  may  be  necessary  to  make  such  end  line  parallel 
to  the  other  end  line  and  at  the  same  time  embrace  the 
ground  so  held  and  claimed.  The  useless  practice  in  such 
cases  of  extending  both  the  side  lines  of  a  survey  into  the 
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conflictinff  claim,  and  establishing  an  end  line  wholly  within 
it,  beyond  a  x)oint  necessary  under  the  rule  just  stated,  will 
be  discontinued. 

DESCRIPTION  OF   CLAIM  AND  ACTS  NECESSART  IN  ORDEU  TO  HOLD  THE 
SAME — LOCAL  RULES  AND  REGULATIONS. 

Begnl  »t  i  on  B     Sec.  2324,  R.  S.  The  miners  of  each  mining  district  mav  make  refpn- 
made  by  miners,  latioDB  not  in  conflict  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  with 
10 May,  1872,  c.  *^®  laws  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  district  is  situated. 
1&2,  a.  5,  V.  17,' p!  governinf:^  the  location,  manner  of  recording,  amount  of  work  neces- 
92.  sary  to  hold  possession  of  a  mining  claim,  subject  to  the  following 

requirements:  The  location  must  be  distinctly  marked  on  tLie  ground 
BO  that  its  boundaries  can  be  readily  traced.  All  reconis  of  mining 
claims  hereafter  made  shall  contain  the  name  or  names  of  th<*  locator:*, 
the  date  of  the  location,  and  such  a  description  of  the  claim  or  claims 
located  by  relerence  to  some  natural  object  or  permanent  monument 
as  will  identify  the  claim.  On  each  claim  locati^d  after  the  tenth 
day  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two,  and  until  a  patent 
has  been  issued  therefor,  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars'  worth  of 
labor  shall  be  performed  or  improvements  made  during  each  year. 
On  all  claims  located  prior  to  the  tenth  day  of  May,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  seventy -two,  tt^n  dollars'  worth  of  labor  shall  be  perfonued 
or  improvements  made  by  the  tenth  day  of  June,  eighteen  hundred 
and  seventy-four,  and  each  year  thereafter,  for  each  one  hundred  feet 
in  length  along  the  vein  until  a  patent  has  been  issued  therefor;  but 
where  such  claims  are  held  in  common,  such  expenditure  may  be 
made  upon  any  one  claim ;  and  upon  a  failure  to  comply  with  these 
conditions,  the  claim  or  mine  upon  which  such  failure  occurred  shall 
be  open  to  relocation  in  the  8ame  manner  as  if  no  location  of  the  same 
had  ever  been  made,  provided  that  the  original  locators,  their  heirs, 
assigns,  or  legal  representatives,  have  not  resumed  work  upon  the 
claim  after  failure  and  before  such  location.  Upon  the  failure  of  any 
one  of  several  co-owners  to  contribute  his  proportion  of  the  expendi- 
tures required  hereby,  the  co-owners  who  nave  performed  the  labor 
or  made  the  improvements  may,  at  the  expiration  of  the  year,  give 
such  delinqtient  co-owner  personal  notice  in  writing  or  notice  by 
publication  in  the  newspaper  published  nearest  the  claim,  for  at  least 
once  a  week  for  ninety  days,  and  if  at  the  expiration  of  ninety  days 
after  such  notice  in  writing  or  by  publication  such  delinquent  should 
fail  or  refuse  to  contribute  Iiis  proportion  of  the  expenditure  required 
by  this  section,  his  interest  in  the  claim  shall  become  the  property  of 
his  co-owners  who  have  made  the  required  expenditures. 
Claim  located  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Beprcsentatires  of  the  United 
prior  to  May  10,  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  provisions  of  the  fifth 
1872,  first  annual  ggetion  of  the  act  entitled  **An  act  to  promote  the  development  of  the 
tendSl't<rJan?i,  °i^'*"*ff  resources  of  the  United  States,"  passed  May  tenth,  eighteen 
1875.  '  hundred  and  seventy-two,  which  requires  expenditures  of  labor  and 

— \ —  improvements  on  claims  located  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act.  are 

airpd*^^  J 011^6^1*874  l^ereby  so  amended  that  the  time  for  the  first  annual  expenditure  on 
(18  Stat.  L.,  61).  claims  located  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  shall  be  extended  to  the 
first  djiy  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventh-five. 
On  nnpatentod  That  section  twenty-three  hundred  and  twenty-lour  of  the  Revised 
claimH  p u r  1  o d  Statutes  of  the  United  States  be  amended  by  adding  the  following 
coramencos  on^ords:  "  Prof iV/ed,  That  the  period  within  which  the  work  required 
Jan.i8uc'^etHlijig  ^^  |^^  done  annually  on  all  unpatented  mineral  claims  shall  commence 
.  ^^  ^^^  fiT^t  day  of  January  succeeding  the  date  of  location  of  such 


ActofCon^rcsH  claim,  and  this  section  shall  apply  to  all  claims  located  since  the  tenth 
^W*2;'^f°i^Vif^^^l8^y  o*  May,  anno  Domini  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two." 

Deacription  of  Skc.  2327,  R.  S.  The  description  of  vein  or  lode  claims,  upon  sur- 
Tcin  claims  on  yeyed  lands,  shall  designate  the  location  of  the  claim  with  reference 
Biirvt\vedjmdun-  ^^  ^^^^  lines  of  the  public  surveys,  but  need  not  conform  therewith; 
Burvoyc      ii    .   ^^^^  ij^her*..  a  patent  shall  be  issued  for  claims  upon  unsurveyed  lands, 

10 May,  1872.  c,  the  surveyor-general,  in  extending  the  surveys,  shall  adjust  the  same 
152,  s.  8,  V,  17,  p.  i^  ^iig  })oundaries  of  such  patented  claim,  according  to  the  plat  or 
description  thereof,  but  so  as  in  no  case  to  interfere  with  or  change 
the  location  of  any  such  pat<mted  claim. 

9.  Locators  can  not  exercise  too  mach  care  in  defining 
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their  locations  at  the  outset,  inasmuch  as  the  law  requires 
that  all  records  of  mining  locations  made  subsequent  to 
May  10,  1872,  shall  contain  the  name  or  names  of  the 
locators,  the  date  of  the  location,  and  such  a  description 
of  the  claim  or  claims  located,  by  reference  to  some  nat- 
ural object  or  permanent  monument,  as  will  identify  tho 
claim. 

10.  No  lode  claim  shall  be  located  until  alter  the  discov- 
ery of  a  vein  or  lode  within  the  limits  of  the  claim,  the  object 
of  which  provision  is  evidently  to  i)revent  the  appropriation, 
of  presumed  mineral  ground  for  speculative  purposes  to 
the  exclusion  of  bona  fide  prospectors,  before  sufficient 
work  has  been  done  to  determine  whether  a  vein  or  lode 
really  exists. 

11.  The  claimant  should,  therefore,  prior  to  locating  his 
claim,  unless  the  vein  can  be  traced  upon  the  surface,  sink 
a  shaft,  or  run  a  tunnel  or  drift,  to  a  sufficient  depth  therein 
to  discover  and  develop  a  mineral-bearing  vein,  lode,  or 
crevice;  should  determine,  if  possible,  the  general  course 
of  such  vein  in  either  direction  from  the  point  of  discovery, 
by  which  direction  he  will  be  governed  in  marking  the 
boundaries  of  his  claim  on  tbe  surface.  His  location  notice 
should  give  the  course  and  distance  as  nearly  as  practicable 
from  the  discovery  shaft  on  the  claim  to  some  permanent^ 
well-known  points  or  objects,  such,  for  instance,  as  stone 
monuments,  blazed  trees,  the  confluence  of  streams,  point 
of  intersection  of  well-known  gulches,  ravines,  or  roads, 
prominent  buttes,  hills,  etc.,  which  may  be  in  the  immedi- 
ate vicinity,  and  which  will  serve  to  perpetuate  and  fix  the 
locus  of  the  claim  and  render  it  susceptible  of  identifica- 
tion from  the  description  thereof  given  in  the  record  of 
locations  in  the  district,  and  should  be  duly  recorded, 

12.  In  addition  to  the  foregoing  data,  tlie  claimant  should 
state  the  names  of  adjoining,  claims,  or,  if  none  adjoin,  the 
relative  i)ositions  of  the  nearest  claims ;  should  drive  a  post 
or  erect  a  monument  of  stones  at  each  comer  of  his  surface 
ground,  and  at  the  point  of  discovery  or  discovery  shaft 
should  fix  a  post,  stake,  or  board,  upon  which  should  be 
designated  the  name  of  the  lode,  the  name  or  names  of  the 
locators,  the  number  of  feet  claimed,  and  in  which  direc- 
tion from  the  point  of  discovery;  it  being  essential  that  the 
location  notice  filed  for  record,  in  addition  to  the  foregoing 
description,  should  state  whether  the  entire  claim  of  fifteen 
hundred  feet  is  taken  on  one  side  of  the  point  of  discovery, 
or  whether  it  is  partly  upon  one  and  partly  upon  the  other 
side  thereof,  and  in  the  latter  case,  how  many  feet  are 
claimed  upon  each  side  of  such  discovery  point. 

13.  The  location  notice  must  be  filed  for  record  in  all 
respects  as  required  by  the  State  or  Territorial  laws  and 
local  rules  and  regulations,  if  there  be  any. 

14.  In  order  to  hold  the  possessory  title  to  a  mining 
claim  located  prior  to  May  10, 1872,  and  for  which  a  patent 
has  not  been  issued,  the  law  requires  that  ten  dollars  shall 
be  expended  annually  in  labor  or  improvements  on  each 
claim  of  one  hundred  feet  on  the  course  of  the  vein  or  lode 
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nntil  a  patent  shall  have  been  issued  therefor;  bnt  where  a 
number  of  such  claims  are  held  in  common  upon  the  same 
vein  or  lode,  the  aggregate  expenditure  that  would  be 
necessary  to  hold  all  the  claims,  at  the  rate  of  ten  dollars 
per  hundred  feet,  may  be  made  upon  any  one  claim.  The 
first  anunal  expenditure  upon  claims  of  this  class  should 
have  been  x)erformed  subsequent  to  May  10, 1872,  and  prior 
to  January  1, 1875.  From  and  after  January  1, 1875,  the 
required  amount  must  be  expended  annually  until  patent 
issues. 

15.  In  order  to  hold  the  i>ossessory  right  to  a  location 
made  since  May  10, 1872,  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars^ 
worth  of  labor  must  be  performed  or  improvements  made 
thereon  annually  until  entry  shall  have  been  made.  Under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  January 
22,  1880,  the  first  annual  expenditure  becomes  due  and 
must  be  performed  during  the  calendar  year  succeeding 
that  in  which  the  location  was  made.  Expenditure  made 
or  labor  performed  prior  to  the  first  day  of  January  sac- 
ceeding  the  date  of  location  will  not  be  considered  as  a  part 
of  or  applied  upon  the  first  annual  exx>enditure  required 
by  law. 

16.  Failure  to  make  the  expenditure  or  x>erform  the 
labor  required  upon  a  location  made  before  or  since  May 
10, 1872,  will  subject  a  claim  to  relocation,  unless  the  origi- 
nal locator,  his  heirs,  assigns,  or  legal  representatives  have 
resumed  work  after  such  failure  and  before  relocation. 

17.  Annual  expenditure  is  not  required  subsequent  to 
entry,  the  date  of  issuing  the  patent  certificate  being  the 
date  contemplated  by  statute. 

Requirement     Be  if  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepreeentativee  of  the  United 

**'  5i?**'  ?^  f\^'  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  the  provisions  of  section 

y^Sr  1 8™4  «U8*  numbered  twenty-three  hundred  and  twenty- four  of  the  Revised  Sut- 

ponded  except  as  utes  of  the  United  States,  which  require  that  on  each  claim  located 

to  South  Dakota,  after  the  tenth  day  of  May^  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two,  and 

Act  of  Con-'^"*^^  patent  has  been  issued  therefor,  not  less  than  one  hundred  dol- 

gress    approved  ^^^  worth  of  labor  shall  be  performed  or  improvements  roa<le  during 

July  18,  id94  (28  each  year,  be  suspended  for  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four, 

Stat.  L.,  lU).       80  that  no  mining  claim  which  has  been  regularly  located  and  recorded 

as  required  by  the  local  laws  and  mining  regulations  shall  be  subject 

to  forfeiture  for  nonperformance  of  the  annual  assessment  for  the  year 

eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-fonr:  Proridedf  That  the  claimant  or 

claimants  of  any  mining  location,  in  order  to  secure  the  benefits  of 

this  act,  shall  cause  to  be  recorded  in  the  office  where  the  location 

notice  or  certificate  is  filed,  on  or  before  December  thirty-first,  eighteen 

hundred  and  ninety-four,  a  notice  that  he  or  they  in  good  faith  intend 

to  hold  and  work  said  claim:  Provided,  however ^  That  the  provisions 

of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  the  State  of  Sonth  Dakota. 

Sec.  2.  That  this  act  shall  take  effect  from  and  after  its  passage. 

Koneyexpend-  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Jiepresentatives  of  the  United 
«*^  ip  *^""°®^5<ate«  of  America  in  Congress  assembledy  That  section  two  thousand 
S^ndid  on"the  **iree  hundred  and  twenty-four  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  be,  and  the 
l^e.  same  is  hereby,  amended  so  that  where  a  person  or  company  has  or 
—  may  run  a  tunnel  for  the  purpose  of  developing  a  lode  or  lodes,  owne<i 

eiw*  approved  ^^^  ®*"^  person  or  company,  the  money  so  expended  in  said  tunnel  shall 

f>?ruary  11, 1875  ^*^  taken  and  considered  as  expended  on  said  lode  or  lodes,  whether 

(18  Stat.  L./315).  locat<'d  prior  to  or  since  the  passage  of  said  act;  and  snch  person  or 

company  shall  not  be  reouired  to  perform  work  on  the  surface  of  said 

lode  or  lodes  iu  order  to  iiold  the  same  as  required  by  said  act. 
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18.  Upon  the  failure  of  any  one  of  several  co-owners  of  a 
vein,  lode,  or  ledge,  which  has  not  been  entered,  to  con- 
tribute his  proportion  of  the  expenditures  necessary  to 
hold  the  claim  or  claims  so  held  in  ownership  in  common, 
the  co-owners,  who  have  performed  the  labor  or  made  the 
improvements  as  required  by  said  Revised  Statutes,  may, 
at  the  expiration  of  the  year,  give  such  delinquent  co-owner 
personal  notice  in  writing,  or  notice  by  publication  in  the 
newspaper  published  nearest  the  claim  for  at  least  once  a 
week  for  ninety  days;  and  if  upon  the  expiration  of  ninety 
days  after  such  notice  in  writing,  or  upon  the  expiration  of 
one  hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  first  newspaper  pub- 
lication of  notice,  the  delinquent  co-owner  shall  have  failed 
to  contribute  his  proportion  to  meet  such  expenditures  or 
improvements,  his  interest  in  the  claim  by  law  passes  to 
his  co-owners  who  have  made  the  expenditures  or  improve- 
ments as  aforesaid.  Where  a  claimant  alleges  ownership 
of  a  forfeited  interest  under  the  foregoing  provision,  the 
sworn  statement  of  the  publisher  as  to  the  facts  of  publica- 
tion, giving  dates  and  a  printed  copy  of  the  notice  pub- 
lished, should  be  furnished,  and  the  claimant  must  swear 
that  the  delinquent  co-owner  failed  tocontiibute  his  proper 
proportion  within  the  period  fixed  by  the  statute, 

TUNNELS. 

Sec.  2323,  R.  8.  VThere  a  tunnel  is  run  for  the  development  of  a  vein  neiSriff^te'of™ 

or  lode,  or  for  the  discovery  of  mines,  the  owners  of  such  tunnel  shall 5 ^_ 

have  the  right  of  possession  of  all  veins  or  lodes  within  three  thousand    10  U&y,  1872»  o 
feet  from  the  face  of  such  tunnel  on  the  line  thereof,  not  previously  J|2,  s.  4,  v.  17,  p 
known  to  exist,  discovered  in  such  tunnel,  to  the  same  extent  as  if    * 
discovered  from  the  surface;  and  locations  on  the  line  of  such  tunnel 
of  veins  or  lodes  not  appearing  on  the  surface,  made  by  other  parties 
after  the  commencement  of  the  tunne],  and  while  the  same  is  being 
prosecuted  with  reasonable  diligence,  shall  be  invalid :  but  failure  to 
prosecute  the  work  on  the  tunnel  for  six  months  shall  bo  considered 
as  an  abandonment  of  the  right  to  all  undiscovered  veins  on  the  line 
of  such  tunnel. 

19.  The  effect  of  this  is  simply  to  give  the  proprietors  of 
a  mining  tunnel  run  in  good  faith  the  possessory  right  to 
fifteen  hundred  feet  of  any  blind  lodes  cut,  discovered,  or 
intersected  by  such  tunnel,  which  were  not  previously  known 
to  exist,  within  three  thousand  feet  from  the  face  or  point 
of  commencement  of  such  tunnel,  and  to  prohibit  other 
parties,  aftw*  the  commencement  of  the  tunnel,  from  pros- 
pecting for  and  making  locations  of  lodes  on  the  line  thereof 
and  within  said  distance  of  three  thousand  feet,  unless 
such  lodes  appear  upon  the  surface  or  were  previously 
known  to  exist. 

20.  The  term  ^^face,"  as  used  in  said  section,  is  construed 
and  held  to  mean  the  first  working  face  formed  in  the  tunnel, 
and  to  signify  the  point  at  which  the  tunnel  actually  enters 
cover;  it  being  from  this  point  that  the  three  thousand  feet 
are  to  be  counted  upon  which  prospecting  is  prohibited  as 
aforesaid. 

21.  To  avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of  this  provision 
of  law,  the  proprietors  of  a  mining  tunnel  will  be  required, 
at  the  time  they  enter  cover  as  aforesaid,  to  give  proper 
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notice  of  their  tunnel  location  by  erecting  a  substantial 
post,  board,  or  monument  at  the  face  or  i)oint  of  commeDce- 
ment  thereof,  upon  which  should  be  posted  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient notice,  giving  the  names  of  the  parties  or  company 
claiming  the  tunnel  right ;  the  actual  or  proposed  course  or 
direction  of  the  tunnel;  the  height  and  width  thereof,  and 
the  course  and  distance  from  such  face  or  point  of  com- 
mencement to  some  x>6rmanent  well-known  objects  in  tbe 
vicinity  by  which  to  fix  and  determine  the  locus  in  manuer 
heretofore  set  forth  applicable  to  locations  of  veins  or  lodes, 
and  at  the  time  of  posting  such  notice  they  shall,  in  order 
that  miners  or  prospectors  may  be  enabled  to  determine 
whether  or  not  they  are  within  the  lines  of  the  tunnel,  estab- 
lish the  boundary  lines  thereof,  by  stakes  or  monuments 
placed  along  such  lines  at  i)roper  intervals,  to  the  terminus 
of  the  three  thousand  feet  from  the  face  or  point  of  com- 
mencement of  the  tunnel,  and  the  lines  so  marked  will  de- 
fine and  govern  as  to  the  specific  boundaries  within  whicb 
prospecting  for  lodes  not  i)reviously  known  to  exist  is  pro- 
hibited while  work  on  the  tunnel  is  being  prosecuted  with 
reasonable  diligence. 

22.  At  the  time  of  x>o8ting  notice  and  marking  out  the 
lines  of  the  tunnel  as  aforesaid,  a  full  and  correct  copy  of 
such  notice  of  location  defining  the  tunnel  claim  must  be 
filed  for  record  with  the  mining  recorder  of  the  district^  to 
which  notice  must  be  attached  the  sworn  statement  or 
declaration  of  the  owners,  claimants,  or  projectors  of  such 
tunnel,  setting  forth  the  facts  in  the  case;  stating  the 
amount  expended  by  themselves  and  their  predecessors  in 
interest  in  prosecuting  work  thereon;  the  extent  of  the 
work  performed,  and  that  it  is  bona  fide  their  intention  to 
prosecute  work  on  the  tunnel  so  located  and  described  with 
reasonable  diligence  for  the  development  of  a  vein  or  lode, 
or  for  the  discovery  of  mines,  or  both,  as  the  case  may  be. 
This  notice  of  location  must  be  duly  recorded,  and,  with 
the  said  sworn  statement  attached,  kept  on  the  recorder's 
files  for  future  reference. 

23.  By  a  compliance  with  the  foregoing  much  needless 
diflBculty  will  be  avoided,  and  the  way  for  the  adjustment 
of  legal  rights  acquired  in  virtue  of  said  section  2323  will 
be  made  much  more  easy  and  certain. 

24.  This  office  will  take  particular  care  thjit  no  improper 
advantage  is  taken  of  this  provision  of  law  by  parties 
making  or  i)rofes$ing  to  make  tunnel  locations,  ostensibly 
for  the  purposes  named  in  the  statute,  but  really  for  tbe 
purpose  of  monopolizing  the  lands  lying  in  front  of  their 
tunnels  to  the  detriment  of  the  mining  interests  and  to  the 
exclusion  of  bona  fide  prospectors  or  miners,  but  will  hold 
such  tunnel  claimants  to  a  strict  compliance  with  tbe  terms 
of  tbe  statutes;  and  a  reasonable  diligence  on  their  part  in 
prosecuting  the  work  is  one  of  the  essential  conditions  of 
their  implied  contract.  Negligence  or  want  of  due  dili* 
gence  will  be  construed  as  working  a  forfeiture  of  their 
right  to  all  undiscovered  veins  on  the  line  of  such  tunnel. 
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PLAOEBS. 

Sec.  2329,  R.  S.  Claims nsnally  called  "placers,"  inolnding  all  forms  Confonnlty  of 
of  deposit^  excepting  veins  of  qnartz,  or  other  rock  in  place,  shall  be  placer  claims  to 
subject  to  entry  and  patent,  under  like  circumstances  and  conditions,  ^°^^^y'^  *"*  ^  • 
and  upon  similar  proceedings,  as  are  provided  for  vein  or  lode  claims:  o  July,  1870,  c. 
but  where  the  lands  have  been  previously  surveyed  by  the  Unitea  236,  a.  12,  v.  ifi,  p. 
States,  the  entry  in  its  exterior  limits  shall  conform  to  the  legal  sub-  ^^^* 
divisions  of  the  public  lands. 

Sec.  2330.  Legal  subdivisions  of  forty  acres  may  be  subdivided  into    Sabdivisionsof 
ten-acre  tracts;  and  two  or  more  persons,  or  associations  of  persons,  ten-acre  tracts , 
having  contiguous  claims  of  any  size,  although  such  claims  niay  be  ^^JJ^™^^^ 
less  than  ten  acres  each,  may  make  joint  entry  thereof;  but  no  foca- 


tiou  of  a  placer  claim,  made  after  the  ninth  day  of  July,  eighteen^  OJnly,  1870.  c. 

hundred  and  seventy,  shall  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  for  jJS'**^^^'*  ^*^'P* 

any  one  person  or  dissociation  of  persons,  which  location  shall  conform 

to  the  United  States  surveys;  and  nothing  in  this  section  contained 

shall  defeat  or  impair  any  bona  fide  preemption  or  homestead  claim 

upon  agricultural  lands,  or  authorize  the  sale  of  the  improvements  of 

any  bona  lide  settler  to  any  purchaser. 

Skc.  2331,  Where  placer  claims  are  upon  surveyed  lands,  and  con-  Conformity  of 
form  to  legal  subdivisions,  no  further  survey  or  plat  shall  be  required,  jir^fevH  •  llmita? 
and  all  placer-mining  claims  located  after  the  tenth  day  of  May,  tiou  of  claims. 

eighteen  hundred  and  seventy- two,  shall  conform  as  near  as  practica 

ble  with  the  United  States  system  of  public-land  snrveys,  and  the  J®  ^^y*  ^^7 '  *'* 
rectangular  subdivisions  of  such  surveys,  and  no  such  location  shall  JJ^  **^  •^•^''  ^* 
include  more  than  twenty  acres  for  each  individual  claimant;  but 
where  placer  claims  can  not  be  conformed  to  legal  subdivisions,  sur- 
vey and  plat  shall  be  made  as  on  unsurveyed  lands ;  and  where  by  the 
segregation  of  mineral  lands  in  any  legal  subdivision  a  quantity  of 
agricultural  landless  than  forty  acres  remains,  such  fractional  portion 
of  agricultural  land  may  be  entered  by  any  party  qualified  by  law, 
for  homestead  or  preemption  purposes. 

25.  But  oae  discovery  of  mineral  is  required  to  support 
a  placer  location,  whether  it  be  of  twenty  acres  by  an 
individual,  or  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  or  less  by  an 
association  of  persons. 

■ 

BUILDINa   STONE. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresentaiives  of  the  United  Entry  of  lancU 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  any  person  authorized  to  J*****^  valuable 
enter  lands  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States  may  enter  gtone  under  the 
binds  that  are  chiefiy  valuable  for  building  stone  under  the  provi-nlacer-mlniug 
sions  of  the  law  in  relation  to  placer-mineral  claims:  Provided,  Thatla^s* 
lands  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  schools  or  donated  to  any  ~^ct~~of  ConT 
State  shall  not  be  subject  to  entry  under  this  act.  frress  approved] 

Aiiraat   4,    1892 

26.  This  act  extends  the  mineral-land  laws  so  as  to  bring  (27  stat.  l.  348). 
lands  chiefly  valuable  for  building  stone  within  the  provi- 
sions of  said  law  by  authorizing  a  placer  entry  of  such 

lands.  It  does  not  operate,  however,  to  withdraw  lands 
chiefly  valuable  for  building  stone  from  entry  under  any 
existing  law  applicable  thereto.  Registers  and  receivers 
should  therefore  make  a  reference  to  said  act  on  the  entry 
papers  in  the  case  of  all  placer  entries  made  for  lands  con- 
taining stone  chiefly  valuable  for  building  purposes.  It 
will  be  looted  that  lands  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  public 
schools  or  donated  to  any  State  are  not  subject  to  entry 
under  said  iMiU 
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PETROLEUM  AND   OTHER    ^MINERAL   OILS. 

Entry  and  pat-  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  Houee  of  Jiepreaeniaiire»  of  ike  Fuiitd 
oSiuLuf  ^tro*  ^*^^'  ^f  America  in  Congress  assembled,  ITiat  any  person  antborize^l  lo 
leum  anlP^hTr  ^^^^^^  lands  iindtT  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States  may  enter  ami 
mineral  oi  1h obtain  patent  to  lands  containing  ])etroleum  or  other  mineral  oiK 
nnderthe  placer-  and  chiefly  valuable  therefor,  nnder  the  provisions  of  the  laws  relat- 
miulng laws.       j^g  ^^  placer  mineral  claims:  Provided,  That  lands  containing  sueh 

Act    of    Con-  petroleum  or  other  mineral  oils  which  have  heretofore  been  liled  u|kiii, 

ffrmts  approved,  claimed,  or  improved  as  mineral,  bnt  not  yet  patented,  may  be  bell 

^*sfa"^*^L^'fijM^  ^^^  patented  under  the  provisions  of  this  act  the  same  as  if  snch  ril- 

ai  btai.  I4.,  bM).  jjjg^  claim,  or  improvement  were  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  passa^^e 

hereof. 

27.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  provisions  of  the  mineral 
laws  relating  to  placers  are  by  said  act  extended  so  as  to 
allow  the  location  and  entry  thereunder  of  public  lands 
chiefly  valuable  for  petroleum  or  other  mineral  oils,  and 
entries  of  that  nature  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said 
act  are  to  be  considered  as  though  made  thereunder. 

28.  By  section  2330  authority  is  given  for  the  subdivision 
of  forty-acre  legal  subdivisions  into  ten-acre  lots,  which  is 
intended  for  the  greater  convenience  of  miners  in  8ej,^re- 
gating  their  claims  both  from  one  another  and  from  inter- 
vening agricultural  lands. 

29.  It  is  held,  therefore,  that  under  a  proper  construction 
of  the  law  these  ten-acre  lots  in  mining  districts  should  \>e 
considered  and  dealt  with,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  :)s 
legal  subdivisions,  and  that  an  applicant  having  a  leg:d 
claim  which  conforms  to  one  or  more  of  these  ten-acre  lot<, 
either  adjoining  or  cornering,  may  make  entry  thereof,  after 
the  usual  proceedings,  without  further  survey  or  plat. 

30.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  however,  the  notice  given  of 
the  application  must  be  very  specific  and  accurate  in  descrip- 
tion, and  as  the  forty-acre  tracts  may  be  subdivided  into 
ten  acre  lots,  either  in  the  form  of  squares  of  ten  by  ten 
chains,  or,  if  parallelograms,  five  by  twenty  chains,  so  Ion;: 
as  the  lines  are  parallel  and  at  right  angles  with  the  liucN 
of  the  public  surveys,  it  will  be  necessary  that  the  notice 
and  application  state  specifically  what  ten-acre  lots  an* 
sought  to  be  patented  in  addition  to  the  other  data  required 
in  the  notice. 

31.  Where  the  ten-acre  subdivision  is  in  the  form  of  a 
square  it  may  be  described,  for  instance,  as  the  "  S  E.  J  of  the 
SW.  Jof  NVV.  J,"or,ifin  the  form  of  apandlelograni  asafore 
said,  it  may  be  described  as  the  *'  W.  J  of  the  W.  ^  of  the  S  W. 
J  of  the  N  W.  J  (or  the  N.  J  of  the  S.  i  of  the  ITE.i  of  the  Si:.;; 

of  section-. ,  township ,  range ,'^  as  the 

case  may  be;  but,  in  addition  to  this  description  of  tlie 
land,  the  notice  must  give  all  the  other  <^*  ta  that  is  requin^l 
in  a  mineral  ap])lication,  by  which  parties  may  be  put  ou 
inquiry  as  to  the  premises  sought  to  be  patented.  The 
I)roofs  submitted  with  applications  for  claims  of  this  kind 
must  show  clearly  the  character  and  the  extent  of  the 
improvements  upon  the  premises. 

The  proof  of  improvements  must  show  their  value  to  l>e 
not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars  and  that  they  were  made 
by  the  applicant  for  patent  or  his  grantors.  The  annnal 
expenditure  to  the  amount  of  $100,  required  by  section 
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2324,  Revised  Statates,  mast  be  made  upon  placer  claims 
as  well  as  lode  claims. 

32.  Applicants  for  patent  to  a  placer  claim,  who  are  also 
in  possession  of  a  known  vein  or  lode  included  therein, 
mast  state  in  their  application  that  the  placer  includes 
such  vein  or  lode.  The  published  and  posted  notices  must 
also  include  such  statement.  If  veins  or  lodes  lying  within 
a  placer  location  are  owned  by  other  parties,  the  fact 
should  be  distinctly  stated  in  the  application  for  patent, 
and  in  all  the  notices.  But  in  all  cases  whether  the  lode 
is  claimed  or  excluded,  it  must  be  surveyed  and  marked 
upon  the  plat;  the  field  notes  and  plat  giving  the  area  of 
the  lode  claim  or  claims  and  the  area  of  the  placer  sep- 
arately. It  should  be  remembered  that  an  application 
which  omits  to  include  an  application  for  a  known  vein  or 
lode  therein,  must  be  construed  as  a  conclusive  declaration 
that  the  applicant  has  no  right  of  possession  to  the  vein 
or  lode.  Where  there  is  no  known  lode  or  vein,  the  fact 
must  appear  by  the  affidavit  of  two  or  more  witnesses. 

33.  By  section  2330  it  is  declared  that  no  location  of  a 
placer  claim,  made  after  July  9,  1870,  shall  exceed  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  for  any  one  person  or  association 
of  persons,  which  location  shall  conform  to  the  United 
States  surveys. 

34.  Section  233L  provides  that  all  placer-mining  claims 
located  after  May  10, 1872,  shall  conform  as  nearly  as  prac- 
ticable with  the  United  States  systems  of  public  surveys 
and  the  subdivisions  of  such  surveys,  and  no  such  locations 
shall  include  more  than  twenty  acres  for  each  individual 
claimant. 

35.  The  foregoing  provisions  of  law  are  construed  to 
mean  that  after  the  9th  day  of  July,  1870,  no  location  of  a 
placer  claim  can  be  made  to  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres,  whatever  may  be  the  number  of  locators  associated 
together,  or  whatever  the  local  regulations  of  the  district 
may  allow;  and  that  from  and  after  May  10, 1872,  no  loca- 
tion can  exceed  twenty  acres  for  each  individual  partici- 
pating therein;  that  is,  a  location  by  two  persons  can  not 
exceed  forty  acres,  and  one  by  three  persons  can  not  exceed 
sixty  acres. 

36.  The  regulations  hereinbefore  given  as  to  the  manner 
of  marking  locations  on  the  ground,  and  placing  the  same 
on  record,  must  be  observed  in  the  case  of  placer  locations 
so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable,  the  law  requiring,  how- 
ever, that  where  placer  claims  are  upon  surveyed  public 
lands  the  locations  must  hereafter  be  made  to  conform  to 
legal  subdivisions  thereof  as  near  as  practicable. 

PROCEDUBE  TO  OBTAIN  PATENT   TO  MINERAL  LANDS. 

Sec.  2325;  R.  8.  A  patent  for  any  land  ol aimed  and  located  for  Tain-    Paten  t»    rot- 
able deposits  may  be  obtained  in  the  following  manner:  Any  person,  {"'"^'^fj  lanJs, 
asBociation,  or  corporation  authorized  to  locate  a  claim  under  this   ^^  optaincd. 
chapter,  having  claimed  and  located  a  piece  of  land  for  such  purposes,     lo  May,  1872,  c. 
who  has,  or  have,  complied  with  the  terms  of  this  chapter,  may  file  in  1^2,  a.  6,  v.  17,  p. 
the  proper  land  office  an  application  for  a  patent,  nnder  oath,  show-  ^' 
ing  sacn  compliance,  together  with  a  plat  and  field  notes  of  the  claim 
or  olj^ms  in  common;  d^mIo  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  United 
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States  anrveyor-geneTal,  showinf  aocmately  the  boimdariefl  of  the 
claim  or  claims,  which  shall  be  distinctly  marked  by  monninenta  on 
the  ground,  and  shall  post  a  copy  of  sach  plat,  together  with  a  noti^'e 
of  each  application  for  a  patent,  in  a  conspicuoas  place  on  the  land 
embraced  in  such  plat  previous  to  the  filing  of  the  application  for  a 
patent,  and  shall  file  an  affidavit  of  at  least  two  persona  that  snch 
notice  has  been  duly  posted,  and  shall  file  a  copy  of  the  notice  in  soch 
land  office,  and  shall  thereupon  be  entitled  to  a  patent  for  the  land,  in 
the  manner  following:  The  register  of  the  land  office,  upon  the  filiiiz 
of  snch  application,  plat,  field  notes,  notices,  and  affidavits,  shall  pub- 
lish a  notice  that  such  application  nas  been  made,  for  the  period  of 
sixty  days,  in  a  newspaper  to  be  by  him  designated  as  published  near- 
est to  such  claim;  and  he  shall  also  post  such  notice  in  his  office  fur 
the  same  period.  The  claimant  at  the  time  of  filing  this  application, 
or  at  any  time  thereafter,  within  the  sixty  days  of  publication,  shall 
file  with  the  register  a  certificate  of  the  United  States  surveyor-general 
that  five  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  labor  has  been  expended  or  improve- 
ments made  upon  the  claim  by  himself  or  grantors;  that  the  plat  i^ 
correct,  with  such  farther  description  b^r  such  reference  to  natural 
obje(-t^4  or  permanent  monuments  as  shall  identifv  the  claim,  and  fur- 
nish an  accurate  description,  to  be  incorporated  in  the  patent.  At 
the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication  the  claimant  shall  tile 
his  affidavit,  showing  that  the  plat  and  notice  have  been  posted  in  a 
conspicuous  place  on  the  claim  during  such  period  of  publication.  If 
no  adverse  claim  shall  have  been  filed  with  the  register  and  the 
receiver  of  the  proper  land  office  at  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days 
of  publication,  it  shall  be  assumed  that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  a 
patent,  upon  the  payment  to  the  proper  officer  of  five  dollars  per  acns 
and  that  no  adverse  claim  exists ;  and  thereafter  no  objection  from 
Datimt  ima^  be*^^^^  parties  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent  shall  be  heard,  except  it  l>e 
marlM  by  ai^hor-  shown  that  the  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  thih 
ized  agent.  chapter. 

Soc.i.  ActCon-     Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  ffoute  of  Bspresentaiires  of  the  UniUd 

Jaanary^22™  880  '^^'^^  ^f  ^»»«*»ca  in  Conffr€88  assetnbledf  That  section  twenty- three  hiin- 

(21  Sta^L.,'6i).  dred  and  twenty-five  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  Stat4'8  U' 

amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following  words:   '* Prorided,  That 

where  the  claimant  for  a  patent  is  not  a  resident  of  or  within  thelan^l 

district  wherein  the  vein,  lode,  ledge,  or  deposit  sought  to  be  patented 

is  located,  the  application  for  patent  and  toe  affidavits  required  U^  he 

made  in  this  section  by  the  claimant  for  such  patent  may  be  made  by 

his,  her,  or  its  authorized  agent,  where  said  agent  is  conversant  with 

the  facts  sought  to  be  established  by  said  affidavits:  And  provided^ 

That  this  section  shall  apply  to  all  applications  now  pending  for  patents 

to  mineral  lands/' 

Pending appli-     Sec.  2328.  Applications  for  patents  for  mining  claims  under  former 

cations ;  existing  laws  now  pending  may  be  prosecuted  to  a  final  decision  in  the  General 

"g^^- Land  Office ;  but  in  such  cases  where  adverse  rights  are  not  affectetl 

l0AIav,i872  c.  ^^®^®^y>  patents  may  issue  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  tlii< 

152,  8.  »,  V.  17,'p.  chapter;  and  all  patents  for  raining  claims  upon  veins  orlodes  heret<v 

W.  fore  issued  shall  convey  all  the  rights  and  privileges  conferred  by  thisi 

chapter  where  no  adverse  rights  existed  on  the  tenth  day  of  May, 

eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two. 

37.  As  a  condition  for  the  making  of  application  for 
patent  according  to  section  2325,  there  must  be  a  prelimi- 
nary showing  of  work  or  expenditure  upon  each  loc^ation, 
either  by  showing  the  full  amount  sufficient  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  possession  under  section  2324  for  the  pending 
year;  or,  if  there  has  been  failure,  it  should  be  shown  that 
work  has  been  resumed  so  as  to  prevent  relocation  by 
adverse  parties  after  abandonment. 

The  **pendiug  year"  means  the  calendar  year  in  which 
application  is  made,  and  has  no  reference  to  a  showing  of 
work  at  dnte  of  the  final  entry. 

38.  This  preliminary  showing  may,  where  the  matter  is 
unquestioned,  consist  of  the  affidavit  of  two  or  more  wit- 
nesses familiar  with  the  facts. 
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LODE  CLAIM. 

39.  The  claimant  is  reqaired,  in  the  first  place,  to  have  a 
correct  survey  of  his  claim  made  under  authority  of  the 
surveyor-general  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the 
claim  lies,  such  survey  to  show  with  accuracy  the  exterior 
surface  boundaries  of  the  claim,  which  boundaries  are 
required  to  be  distinctly  marked  by  monuments  on  the 
ground.  Four  plats  and  one  copy  of  the  original  field 
notes  in  each  case  will  be  prepared  by  the  surveyor-gen- 
eral; one  plat  and  the  original  field  notes  to  be  retained  in 
the  oflSce  of  the  surveyor-general,  one  copy  of  the  plat  to 
be  given  the  claimant  for  posting  upon  the  claim,  one  plat 
and  a  copy  of  the  field  notes  to  be  given  the  claimant  for 
filing  with  the  proper  register,  to  be  finally  transmitted  by 
that  officer,  with  other  papers  in  the  case,  to  this  office,  and 
one  plat  to  be  sent  by  the  surveyor-general  to  the  register 
of  the  proper  land  district,  to  be  retained  on  his  files  for 
future  reference.  As  there  is  no  resident  surveyor-general 
for  the  State  of  Arkansas,  applications  for  the  survey  of 
mineral  claims  in  said  State  should  be  made  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  this  office,  who,  under  the  law,  is  ex  officio  the 
XJ.  S.  surveyor-general. 

40.  The  survey  and  plat  of  mineral  claims  required  to  be 
filed  in  the  proper  land  office  with  application  for  patent 
must  be  made  subsequent  to  the  recording  of  the  location 
of  the  mine;  and  when  the  original  location  is  made  by 
survey  of  a  United  States  deputy  surveyor  such  location 
survey  can  not  be  substituted  for  that  required  by  the  stat- 
ute, as  above  indicated. 

DIBECTIONS  FOB  PBEPABINa  PLAT. 

41.  The  surveyors-general  should  designate  all  surveyed 
mineral  claims  by  a  progressive  series  of  numbers,  begin- 
ning with  survey  !No.  37,  irrespective  as  to  whether  they 
are  situated  on  surveyed  or  unsurveyed  lands,  the  claim  to 
be  so  designated  at  date  of  issuing  the  order  therefor,  in 
addition  to  the  local  designation  of  the  claim;  it  being 
required  in  all  cases  that  the  plat  and  field  notes  of  the 
survey  of  a  claim  must,  in  addition  to  the  reference  to  per- 
manent objects  in  the  neighborhood,  describe  the  locus  of 
the  claim,  with  reference  to  the  lines  of  public  surveys,  by 
a  line  connecting  a  corner  of  the  claim  with  the  nearest 
public  corner  of  the  United  States  surveys,  unless  such 
claim  be  on  unsurveyed  lands  at  a  distance  of  more  than 
two  miles  from  such  public  coraer,  in  which  latter  case  it 
should  be  connected  with  a  United  States  mineral  monu- 
ment. Such  connecting  line  must  not  be  more  than  two 
miles  in  length  and  should  be  measured  on  the  ground 
direct  between  the  points,  or  calculated  from  actually  sur- 
veyed traverse  lines  if  the  nature  of  the  country  should 
not  permit  direct  measurement.  If  a  regularly  established 
survey  corner  is  within  two  miles  of  a  claim  situated  on 
unsurveyed  lands  the  connection  should  be  made  with  such 
comer  in  preference  to  a  connection  with  a  United  States 
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mineral  monument.  The  connecting  line  mast  be  sarveyed 
by  the  depaty  mineral  surveyor  at  the  time  of  his  making 
the  particular  survey  and  be  made  a  part  thereof. 

42.  Upon  the  approval  of  the  survey  of  a  mining  claim 
made  upon  surveyed  lands  the  surveyor-general  will  pre- 
pare and  transmit  to  the  local  land  office  and  to  this  office 
a  diagram  tracing  showing  the  portions  of  legal  40-acre 
subdivisions  made  fractional  by  reason  of  the  mineral  sur- 
vey, designating  each  of  such  portions  by  the  proper  lot 
number,  beginning  with  No.  1  in  each  section,  and  giving 
the  area  of  each  lot. 

43.  The  following  particulars  should  be  observed  in  the 
survey  of  every  mining  claim: 

(1)  The  exterior  boundaries  of  the  claim  should  be  rep- 
resented on  the  plat  of  survey  and  in  the  field  notes. 

(2)  The  intersection  of  the  lines  of  the  survey  with  the 
lines  of  conflicting  prior  surveys  should  be  noted  in  the 
field  notes  and  represented  upon  the  plat. 

(3)  Conflicts  with  unsurveyed  claims,  where  the  applicant 
for  survey  does  not  claim  the  area  in  conflict,  should  be 
shown  by  actual  survey. 

(4)  The  total  area  of  the  claim  embraced  by  the  exterior 
boundaries  should  be  stated,  and  also  the  area  in  conflict 
with  each  intersecting  survey,  substantially  as  follows: 

Acres. 

Total  area  of  claim 10.50 

Area  in  conflict  with  survey  No.  S02 1.56 

Area  in  conflict  with  survey  No. 948 2.33 

Area  in  conflict  with  Mountain  Maid  lode  mining  claim,  nnsnr- 
veyed 1.48 

It  does  not  follow  that  because  mining  surveys  are  required 
to  exhibit  all  conflicts  with  prior  surveys  the  areas  of  con- 
flict are  to  be  excluded.  The  field  notes  and  plat  are  made 
a  part  of  the  application  for  patent,  and  care  should  be 
taken  that  the  description  does  not  inadvertently  exclude 
portions  intended  to  be  retained.  It  is  better  that  the 
application  for  patent  should  state  the  iK>rtions  to  be 
excluded  in  express  terms. 


44.  The  claimant  is  then  required  to  post  a  copy  of  the  plat 
of  such  survey  in  a  conspicuous  place  upon  the  claim, 
together  with  notice  of  his  intention  to  apply  for  a  patent 
therefor,  which  notice  will  give  the  date  of  posting,  the 
name  of  the  claimant,  the  name  of  the  claim;  the  mining 
district  and  county;  whether  or  not  the  location  is  of  rec- 
ord, and,  if  so,  where  the  record  may  be  found,  giving  the 
book  and  page  thereof;  the  number  of  feet  claimed  along 
the  vein  and  the  presumed  direction  thereof;  the  number 
of  feet  claimed  on  the  lode  in  each  direction  from  the  poiut 
of  discovery  or  other  well-defined  place  on  the  claim;  the 
names  of  all  adjoining  and  conflicting  claims,  or,  if  none 
exist,  the  notice  should  so  state. 

45.  After  posting  the  said  plat  and  notice  ux)on  the  prem- 
ises, the  claimant  will  file  with  the  proi>er  register  and 
receiver  a  copy  of  such  plat  and  the  field  notes  of  surv^  of 
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the  claim,  acoompatiied  by  the  affidavit  of  at  least  two 
credible  witnesses  that  snch  plat  and  notice  are  posted 
conspicuously  upon  the  claim,  giving  the  date  and  place  of 
such  posting;  a  copy  of  the  notice  so  posted  to  be  attached 
to  and  form  a  part  of  said  affidavit.  The  plat  forwarded 
as  part  of  the  proof  should  not  hefoldedj  but  rolled^  so  as 
to  prevent  creasing,  and  either  transmitted  in  a  separate 
package  or  so  enclosed  with  the  other  papers  that  it  may 
pass  through  the  mails  without  creasing  or  mutilation.  If 
forwarded  separately,  the  letter  transmitting  the  papers 
should  state  the  fact. 

46.  Accompanying  the  field  notes  so  filed  must  be  the 
sworn  statement  of  the  claimant  that  he  has  the  x>ossessory 
right  to  the  premises  therein  described,  in  virtue  of  a  com- 
pliance by  himself  (and  by  his  grantors,  if  he  claims  by 
purchase)  with  the  mining  rules,  regulations,  and  customs 
of  the  mining  district,  State,  or  Territory  in  which  the 
claim  lies,  and  with  the  mining  laws  of  Congress;  such 
sworn  statement  to  narrate  briefly,  but  as  clearly  as  pos- 
sible, the  facts  constituting  such  compliance,  the  origin  of 
his  possession,  and  the  basis  of  his  claim  to  a  patent. 

47.  This  sworn  statement  must  be  supported  by  a  copy 
of  the  location  notice,  certified  by  the  officer  in  charge  of 
the  records  where  the  same  is  recorded,  and  where  the  ap- 
plicant for  patent  claims  the  interests  of  others  associated 
with  him  in  making  the  location,  or  only  as  purchaser,  in 
addition  to  the  coi>y  of  the  location  notice,  must  be  fur- 
nished a  conii>lete  abstract  of  title  as  shown  by  the  record 
in  the  office  where  the  transfers  are  by  law  re<iuired  to  be 
recorded,  certitied  to  by  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  record, 
under  his  official  seal.  The  officer  should  also  certify  that 
no  conveyances  affecting  the  title  to  the  claim  in  question 
appear  of  record  other  thaii  those  set  forth  in  the  abstract, 
which  abstract  shall  be  brought  down  to  the  date  of  the 
application  for  patent.  Where  the  applicant  claims  as  sole 
locator,  his  affidavit  should  be  furnished  to  the  effect  that 
he  has  disposed  of  no  interest  in  the  land  located. 

48.  In  the  event  of  the  mining  records  in  any  case  hav- 
ing been  destroyed  by  fire  or  otherwise  lost,  affidavit  of  the 
fact  should  be  made,  and  secondary  evidence  of  possessory 
title  will  be  received,  which  may  consist  of  the  affidavit  of 
the  claimant,  supported  by  those  of  any  other  parties  cog- 
nizant of  the  facts  relative  to  his  location,  occupancy, 
poss<^ssion,  improvements,  &c.;  and  in  such  case  of  lost 
records,  any  deeds,  certificates  of  location  or  purchase,  or 
other  evidence  which  may  be  in  the  claimant's  x)ossession 
and  tend  to  establish  his  claim,  should  be  filed. 

4'*.  Before  receiving  and  filing  a  mineral  application  for 
patent,  local  officers  will  be  particular  to  see  that  it  includes 
no  land  which  is  embraced  in  a  prior  or  pending  applica- 
tion for  patent  or  entry,  or  for  any  lands  embraced  in  a 
railroad  selection,  or  for  which  publication  is  pending  or 
has  been  made  by  any  other  claimants,  and  if,  in  their 
opinion,  after  investigation,  it  should  appear  that  a  min- 
eral application  should  not,  for  these  or  other  reasons,  be 
accepted  and  filed,  they  should  formally  reject  the  same, 
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giving  the  reasons  therefor,  and  allow  the  applicant  thirty 
days  for  appeal  to  this  office  under  the  iiules  of  Practice. 

50.  Upon  the  receipt  of  these  papers,  if  no  reason 
appears  for  rejecting  the  application,  the  register  will,  at 
the  expense  of  tbe  claimant  (who  must  fnrnish  the  agree- 
ment of  the  publisher  to  hold  applicant  for  patent  alone 
responsible  for  charges  of  publication),  publish  a  notice  of 
such  apx)licatiou  for  the  period  of  sixty  days  in  a  news- 
paper published  nearest  to  the  claim,  and  will  post  a  copy 
of  such  notice  in  his  office  for  the  same  period.  When  the 
notice  is  published  in  a  weekly  newspaper,  ten  consecutive 
insertions  are  necessary;  when  in  a  daily  newspaper,  the 
notice  must  appear  in  each  issue  for  sixty-one  consecutive 
issues,  the  first  day  of  issue  being  excluded  in  estimating 
the  period  of  sixty  days. 

51.  Tlie  notices  so  published  and  posted  must  be  as  foil 
and  complete  as  possible,  and  embrace  all  the  data  given 
in  the  notice  posted  upon  the  claini.  Too  much  care  can 
not  be  exercised  in  the  preparation  of  these  notices,  inas- 
much as  upon  their  accuracy  aud  completeness  will  depend, 
in  a  great  uieasure,  the  regularity  and  validity  of  the  whole 
proceeding. 

52.  The  register  shall  publish  the  notice  of  application 
for  patent  in  a  paper  of  established  character  and  general 
circulation,  to  be  by  him  designated  as  being  the  newspa- 
per published  nearest  the  land. 

53.  The  claimant,  either  at  the  time  of  filing  these  papers 
with  the  register  or  at  any  time  during  the  sixty  days'  pub- 
lication, is  required  to  file  a  certificate  of  the  surveyor- 
general  that  not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars'  worth  of 
labor  has  been  expended  or  improvements  made  ux)on  the 
claim,  and  if  more  than  one  claim  is  included  in  the  appli- 
cation, that  an  amount  equal  to  five  hundred  dollars  for 
each  claim  has  been  expended  by  the  applicant  or  his 
grantors;  that  the  plat  filed  by  the  claimant  is  correct; 
that  the  field  notes  of  the  survey,  as  filed,  furnish  such 
an  accurate  descrii)tion  of  the  claim  as  will,  if  incorporated 
into  a  patent,  serve  to  fully  identify  the  premises,  and  that 
such  reference  is  made  therein  to  natural  objects  or  per- 
manent monuments  as  will  perpetuate  and  fix  the  locus 
thereof. 

51.  The  surveyor- general  should  derive  his  information 
upon  which  to  base  his  certificate  as  to  the  value  of  labor 
expended  or  improvements  made  from  his  deputy  who 
makes  the  actual  survey  and  examination  upon  the  prem- 
ises, and  such  deputy  should  specify  with  particularity  and 
full  detail  the  character  and  extent  of  such  improvements. 

55.  It  will  be  the  more  convenient  way  to  have  this  cer- 
tificate indorsed  by  the  surveyor-general,  both  upon  the 
plat  and  field  notes  of  survey  filed  by  the  claimant  as  afore- 
said. 

56.  After  the  sixty  days'  period  of  newspaper  publication 
has  expired,  the  claimant  will  furnish  from  the  office  of  pub- 
lication a  sworn  statement  that  the  notice  was  published 
for  the  statutory  period,  giving  the  first  and  last  day  of 
such  publication,  and  his  own  affidavit  showing  that  the 
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plat  and  notice  aforesaid  remained  conspicnously  x)08ted 
upon  the  claim  sought  to  be  patented  during  said  sixty  days' 
publication^  giving  the  dates. 

57.  Upon  the  filing  of  this  affidavit  the  register  will,  if 
no  adverse  claim  was  filed  in  his  office  during  the  period  of 
publication,  permit  the  claimant  to  pay  for  the  land  accord- 
ing to  the  area  given  in  the  plat  and  field  notes  of  survey 
aforesaid,  at  the  rate  of  five  dollars  for  each  acre  and  five 
dollars  for  each  iractional  part  of  an  acre,  except  as  other- 
wise provided  by  law,  the  receiver  issuing  the  usual  dupli- 
cate receipt  therefor.  The  claimant  will  also  make  a  sworn 
statement  of  all  charges  and  fees  paid  by  him  for  publica- 
tion and  surveys,  together  with  all  fees  and  money  paid  the 
register  and  receiver  of  the  land  office,  after  which  the  com- 
plete record  will  bo  forwarded  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office  and  a  patent  issued  thereon  if  found 
regular. 

PROTEST. 

58.  At  any  time  prior  to  the  issuance  of  patent,  protest 
may  be  filed  against  the  patenting  of  the  claim  as  applied 
for,  upon  any  ground  tending  to  show  that  the  applicant 
has  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  in  a  matter  which  would 
avoid  the  claim.  Such  protest  can  not,  however,  be  made 
the  means  of  preserving  a  surface  conflict  lost  by  failure  to 
adverse  or  lost  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  an  adverse 
suit.  One  holding  a  present  joint  interest  in  a  mineral 
location  included  in  an  application  for  x)atent  who  is 
excluded  from  the  application,  so  that  his  interest  would 
not  be  protected  by  the  issue  of  patent  thereon,  may  pro- 
test against  the  issuance  of  a  patent  as  applied  for,  setting 
forth  in  such  protest  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  interest 
in  such  location,  and  such  a  protestant  will  be  deemed  a 
party  in  interest  entitled  to  appeal.  This  results  from  the 
holding  that  a  coowner  excluded  from  an  application  for 
patent  does  not  have  an  "adverse''  claim  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sections  2325  and  2326  of  the  Eevised  Statutes.  See 
Turner  v.  Sawyer,  150  U.  S.,  578-586. 

59.  Any  party  applying  to  make  entry  as  trustee  must 
disclose  fully  the  nature  of  the  trust  and  the  name  of  the 
cestui  que  trust;  and  such  tiustee,  as  well  as  the  benefi- 
ciaries, must  furnish  satisfactory  proof  of  citizenship ;  and 
the  names  of  beneficiaries,  as  well  as  that  of  the  trustee, 
must  be  inserted  in  the  final  certificate  of  entry. 

PLACERS. 

60.  The  proceedings  to  obtain  patents  for  claims  usually 
called  phuiers,  including  all  forms  of  deposit,  excepting 
veins  of  quartz  or  other  rock  in  place,  are^simUar  to  the 
proceedings  prescribed  for  obtaining  patents  for  vein  or  lode 
claims;  but  where  said  placer  claim  shall  be  upon  surveyed 
lands,  and  conforms  to  legal  subdivisions,  no  further  survey 
or  plat  will  be  required;  and  all  placer  mining  claims  lo- 
cated «fter  l\Tay  10, 1872,  shall  conform  as  nearly  as  practi- 
cable with  the  United  States  system  of  x)ublic-land  surveys 
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and  the  rectan^lar  Bubdivisions  of  snch  sarveys,  and  no 
such  locatiou  shall  include  more  than  twenty  acres  for  each 
individual  claimant;  but  where  placer  claims  can  not  be 
conformed  to  legal  subdivisions,  survey  and  plat  shall  be 
made  as  on  uusurveyed  lauds.  But  where  such  claims  are 
located  previous  to  the  public  surveys,  and  do  not  conform 
to  legal  subdivisions,  survey,  plat,  and  entry  thereof  may 
be  made  according  to  the  boundaries  thereof,  provided  the 
location  is  in  all  respects  legal. 

61.  The  proceedings  for  obtaining  patents  for  veins  or 
lodes  having  already  been  fully  given,  it  will  not  be  neces- 
sary to  repeat  them  here,  it  being  thought  that  careful 
attention  thereto  by  applicants  and  the  local  officers  will 
enable  them  to  act  understandingly  in  the  matter  and  make 
such  slight  modifications  in  the  notice,  or  otherwise,  as  may 
be  necessary  in  view  of  the  different  nature  of  the  two 
classes  of  claims;  placer  claims  being  fixed,  however,  at 
two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre,  or  fractional  part  of  an 
acre. 

ppocoedlngsfor     Skc.  2333,  R.  8.  Where  the  same  person,  association,  or  corporation 
cSSm*eto     ^"^"^  ^®  in  possession  of  a  placer  claim,  and  also  a  vein  or  lode  mclnded 
"'  within  the  boundaries  thereof,  application  shall  be  made  for  a  patent 

10  Mny,  1872,  c.  for  the  placer  claim,  with  the  statement  that  it  inclndea  such  vein  or 
152,  a.  11,  V.17,  p.  lode,  and  in  such  case  a  patent  shall  issae  for  the  placer  claim,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  including  such  vein  or  lode,  npon 
the  payment  of  five  dollars  per  acre  for  such  vein  or  lode  claim,  and 
twenty-five  feet  of  surface  on  each  side  thereof.  The  remainder  of 
the  placer  claim,  or  any  placer  claim  not  embracing  any  vein  or  lode 
claim,  shall  be  paid  for  at  tlie  rate  of  two  dollara  and  fifty  cents  per 
acre,  together  witli  all  costs  of  proceedings ;  and  where  a  vein  or  lodo, 
Buch  as  18  described  in  section  twenty-three  hundred  and  twenty,  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  boundaries  of  a  placer  claim,  an  applica- 
tion for  a  patent  for  such  placer  claim  which  does  not  include  an 
application  for  the  vein  or  lode  claim  shall  bo  constmed  as  a  concla- 
sive  declaration  that  the  claimant  of  the  placer  claim  has  no  right  of 
possession  of  the  vein  or  lode  claim ;  but  where  the  existence  of  a  vein 
or  lode  in  a  placer  claim  is  not  known,  a  patent  for  the  placer  claim 
shall  convey  all  valuable  mineral  and  other  deposits  within  the  bound- 
aries thereof. 

G2.  The  first  care  in  recognizing  an  application  for  patent 
upon  a  placer  claim  must  be  exercised  in  determining  the 
exact  classification  of  the  lands.  To  this  end  the  clearest 
evidence  of  ^hich  the  case  is  capable  should  be  presented. 

(1)  If  the  claim  be  all  placer  ground,  that  fi\ct  must  be 
stated  in  the  application  and  corroborated  by  accompany- 
ing proofs;  if  of  mixed  placers  and  lodes,  it  should  be  so 
set  out,  with  a  description  of  all  known  lodes  situated 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  claim.  A  specific  declaration, 
such  as  is  required  by  section  23«^,  Eevised  Statutes,  must 
be  furnished  as  to  each  lode  intended  to  be  claimed.  All 
other  known  lodes  are,  by  the  silence  of  the  applicant, 
excluded  by  law  from  all  claim  by  him,  of  whatsoever  nature, 
possessory  or  otherwise. 

(2)  Deputy  surveyors  shall,  at  the  expense  of  the  parties, 
make  full  examination  of  all  placer  claims  surveyed  by 
them,  and  duly  note  the  facts  as  si>ecified  in  the  law,  stat- 
ing the  quality  and  composition  of  the  soil,  the  kind  and 
amount  of  timber  and  other  vegetation,  the  locus  and  size 
of  streams,  and  such  other  matters  as  may  appear  upon 
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• 

tbe  surface  of  the  claim.  This  examination  should  include 
the  character  and  extent  of  all  surface  and  underground 
workings,  whether  i)lacer  or  lode,  for  mining  purposes. 

(i\)  In  addition  to  these  data,  which  the  law  requires  to 
be  shown  in  all  cases,  the  deputy  should  report  with  ref- 
erence to  the  proximity  of  centers  of  trade  or  residence: 
also  of  well-known  systems  of  lode  deix)S]tor  of  individual 
lodes.  He  should  also  report  as  to  the  use  or  adaptability 
of  the  claim  for  placer  mining;  whether  water  has  been 
brought  upon  it  in  sufficient  quantity  to  mine  the  same,  or 
whether  it  can  bo  i^rocured  for  that  purpose;  and,  finally, 
what  works  or  expenditures  have  been  made  by  the  claim- 
ant or  his  grantors  for  the  development  of  the  claim,  and 
their  situation  and  location  with  respect  to  the  same  as 
applied  for. 

(4)  This  examination  should  be  reported  by  the  deputy 
under  oath  to  the  surveyor- general,  and  duly  corroborated; 
and  a  copy  of  tbe  same  should  be  furnished  with  the  appli- 
cation for  patent  to  the  claim,  constituting  a  part  thereof, 
and  included  in  the  oath  of  the  applicant. 

(5)  Applications  awaiting  entry,  whether  published  or 
not,  must  be  made  to  conform  to  these  regulations,  with 
resi)ect  to  examination  as  to  the  character  of  the  land. 
Entries  already  made  will  bo  suspended  for  such  additional 
proofs  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  in  each  case.    • 

MILL   SITES. 

63.  Mill  sites  are  not  mineral  entries.  On  the  contrary,  the  ^ 
land  entered  must  bo  shown  to  be  nonmineral.  They  are 
simply  auxiliary  to  the  working  of  mineral  claims,  but  as 
the  section  granting  the  right  of  entry  is  embraced  in  the 
chapter  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  relating  to  mineral  lands, 
they  are  therefore  included  in  this  circular. 

Sec.  2337,  R.  S.  Where  nonmineral  land  not  conti^ons  to  tho  vein    Paten  is  for 
or  lode  is  used  or  occupied  by  the  proprietor  of  such  vein  or  lode  for  f  °  ?™.*  neral 
mining  or  milliu<c  purposes,  such  nonadjactmt  surface  ground  may  be        ^'  ^^' 
embraced  and  included  in  an  application  for  a  patent  for  such  vein  or    lo  May,  1872,  o. 
lode,  and  the  same  mny  be  patented  therewith^  subject  to  the  same  152, s.  16,  v.  17, p. 
preliminary  requirements  »h  to  survey  and  notice  as  are  applicable  to^* 
veins  or  lodes;  but  no  location  hereafter  made  of  such  nonadjacent 
land  shall  exceed  ^ivo  acres,  and  payment  for  the  same  must  be  made 
at  tho  same  rate  as  iixed  by  this  cna])ter  for  the  superficies  of  the  lode. 
The  owner  of  a  quartz  mill  or  reduction  works,  not  owning  a  mine  in 
connection  therewith,  may  also  receive  a  patent  for  his  mill  site,  as 
provided  in  this  section. 

C4.  To  avail  themselves  of  this  provision  of  law  parties 
holding  the  possessory  right  to  a  vein  or  lode,  and  to  a 
piece  of  nonmineral  land  not  contiguous  thereto,  for  min- 
ing or  milling  purposes,  not  exceeding  the  quantity  allowed 
for  such  purpose  by  section  2337,  United  States  Revised 
Statutes,  or  prior  laws,  under  which  the  land  was  appro- 
priated, the  proprietors  of  such  vein  or  lode  may  file  in  the 
proper  land  office  their  application  for  a  patent,  under  oath, 
in  manner  already  set  forth  herein,  which  application, 
together  with  the  plat  and  field  notes,  may  include,  embrace, 
and  describe,  in  addition  to  the  vein  or  lode,  such  noncon- 
tiguous mill  site,  and  after  due  lirooeedings  as  to  uotice, 
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etc.,  a  patent  will  be  issned  conveying  the  same  as  one 
claim.  The  owner  of  a  patented  lode  may,  by  an  independ- 
ent application,  secure  a  mill  site  if  good  faith  is  manifest 
iu  its  use  or  occupation  in  connection  with  the  lode  and 
no  adverse  claim  exists. 

05.  Where  the  original  survey  includes  a  lode  claim  and 
also  a  mill  site  the  lode  claim  should  be  described  in  the 
plat  and  field  notes  as  ^^Sur.  No.  37,  A,"  and  the  mill  site 
as  ''Sur.  No.  37,  B,''  or  whatever  may  be  its  appropriate 
numerical  designation;  the  course  and  distance  from  a 
corner  of  the  mill  site  to  a  corner  of  the  lode  claim  to  be 
invariably  given  in  such  plat  and  field  notes,  and  a  copy  of 
the  plat  and  notice  of  application  for  patent  must  be  con- 
spicuously posted,  upon  the  mill  site  as  well  as  upon  the 
vein  or  lode  for  the  statutory  period  of  sixty  days.  In 
making  the  entry  no  separate  receipt  or  certificate  need  be 
issued  for  the  mill  site,  but  the  whole  area  of  both  lode  and 
mill  site  will  be  embraced  in  one  entry,  the  price  being  five 
dollars  for  each  acre  and  fractional  part  of  an  acre  embraced 
by  such  lode  and  mill-site  claim. 

66.  In  case  the  owner  of  a  quartz  mill  or  reduction  works 
is  not  the  owner  or  claimant  of  a  vein  or  lode  the  law  per- 
mits him  to  make  application  therefor  in  the  same  manner 
prescribed  herein  for  mining  claims,  and  after  due  notice 
and  proceedings,  in  the  absence  of  a  valid  adverse  filing, 
to  enter  and  receive  a  patent  for  his  mill  site  at  said  price 
per  acre. 

67.  In  every  case  there  must  be  satisfactory  proof  that 
the  land  claimed  as  a  mill  site  is  not  mineral  in  character, 
which  proof  may,  where  the  matter  is  unquestioned,  consist 
of  the  sworn  statement  of  two  or  more  persons  capable,  from 
acquaintance  with  the  land,  to  testify  understandingly. 

PROOF  OF  CITIZENSHIP. 

Proof  of  citi-     Skc.  2321,  R.  S.  Proof  of  citizenship,  nnder  this  chapter,  may  con- 

"^"'**^^P- sist,  in  tlie  case  of  an  individaai,  of  his  own  affidavit  thereof:  in  the 

10  Mar  1872,  c.  ^^^^  of  ^^  association  of  persons  unincorporated,  of  the  affidavit  of 

152,  B.  T.'v.  I7,*p.  their  authorized  agent,  made  on  his  own  knowledge  or  npon  informa- 

M.  tion  and  belief;  and  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  organized  under  the 

laws  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  State  or  Territory  thereof,  by  the 

filing  of  a  certified  copy  of  their  charter  or  certificate  of  incorporation. 

G8.  The  proof  necessary  to  establish  the  citizenship  of 
applicants  for  mining  pateuts  mnst  be  made  in  the  follow- 
ing manner:  In  case  of  an  incorporated  company,  a  certi- 
fi^  copy  of  their  charter  or  certificate  of  incorporation 
must  be  filed.  In  case  of  an  association  of  persons  unin- 
corporated, the  affidavit  of  their  duly  authorized  agent, 
made  npon  his  own  knowledge  or  upon  information  and 
belief,  setting  forth  the  residence  of  each  person  forming 
such  association,  must  be  submitted.  This  affidavit  must 
be  accompanied  by  a  power  of  attorney  from  the  parties 
forming  such  association,  authorizing  the  person  who  makes 
the  affidavit  of  citizenship  to  act  for  them  in  the  matter  of 
their  application  for  patent. 

G9.  In  case  of  an  individual  or  an  association  of  indi- 
viduals who  do  not  appear  by  their  duly  authorised  agent^ 
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yon  will  require  the  affidavit  of  each  applicant,  showing 
whether  he  is  a  native  or  naturalized  citizen,  when  and 
where  born,  and  his  residence. 

70.  In  case  an  applicant  has  declared  his  intention  to 
become  a  citizen  or  has  been  naturalized,  his  affidavit  must 
show  the  date,  place,  and  the  court  before  which  he  declared 
his  intention,  or  from  which  his  certificate  of  citizenship 
issued,  and  x)resent  residence. 

71.  The  affidavit  of  the  claimant  as  to  his  citizenship 
may  be  taken  before  the  register  or  receiver,  or  any  other 
officer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  within  the  land  dis- 
trict; or,  if  the  claimant  is  residing  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  district,  the  affidavit  may  be  taken  before  the  clerk  of 
any  court  of  record  or  before  any  notary  public  of  any 
State  or  Territory. 

72.  If  citizenship  is  established  by  the  testimony  of  dis- 
interested x>ersons,  such  testimony  may  be  taken  at  any 
place  before  any  person  authorized  to  administer  oaths,  and 
whose  official  character  is  duly  verified. 

73.  In  sending  up  the  papers  in  the  case  the  register 
must  not  omit  certifying  to  the  fact  that  the  notice  was 
posted  in  his  office  for  the  full  period  of  sixty  days,  such 
certificate  to  state  distinctly  when  such  posting  was  done 
and  how  long  continued. 

74.  No  entry  will  be  allowed  until  the  register  has  satis- 
fied himself,  by  a  careful  examination,  that  proper  proofs 
have  been  filed  upon  all  the  points  indicated  in  official  reg- 
ulations in  force,  and  that  they  show  a  sufficient  bona  fide 
compliance  with  the  laws  and  such  regulations. 

75.  The  consecutive  series  of  numbers  of  mineral  entries 
must  be  continued,  whether  the  same  are  of  lode  or  placer 
claims  or  mill  sites. 

POSSESSORY  RIGHT. 

Sec.  2332,  R.  S.  Where  sncli  person  or  association,  they  and  their^^YJjgel^JfSSr 
p'aiitors,  have  held  and  worked  their  claims  for  a  period  equal  to  the  etZ  to  establish 
time  prescribeil  by  the  statute  of  limitations  for  mining  claims  of  tho  a  right  to  a  pat- 
State  or  Territory  where  the  same  may  be  situated,  evidence  of  such  «i^t. 
possession  and  working  of  the  claims  for  such  period  shall  be  suffl-  ~^^qi^~i87o~o^ 
cient  to  establish  a  right  to  a  patent  thereto  under  this  chapter,  in  the  235,  s.  13*,  v.  I6|p! 
absence  of  any  adverse  claim ;  bnt  nothing  in  this  chapter  shall  be  217. 
deemed  to  impair  any  lien  which  may  have  attached  in  any  way  what- 
ever to  any  mining  claim  or  property  thereto  attached  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  a  patent. 

76.  This  provision  of  law  will  greatly  lessen  the  burden 
of  proof,  more  especially  in  the  case  of  old  claims  located 
many  years  since,  the  records  of  which,  in  many  cases, 
have  been  destroyed  by  fire,  or  lost  in  other  ways  daring 
the  lapse  of  time,  but  concerning  the  possessory  right  to 
which  all  controversy  or  litigation  has  long  been  settled. 

77.  When  an  applicant  desires  to  make  his  proof  of  pos- 
sessory right  in  accordance  with  this  provision  of  law,  he 
will  not  be  required  to  produce  evidence  of  location,  copies 
of  conveyances,  or  abstracts  of  title,  as  in  other  cases,  but 
will  be  required  to  furnish  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the 
statute  of  limitation  of  mining  claims  for  the  State  or  Ter- 
litory,  together  with  his  sworn  statement  giving  a  clear 
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and  saccinct  narration  of  the  facts  as  to  the  origin  of  his 
title,  and  likewise  as  to  the  continnation  of  his  possession 
of  the  mining  ground  covered  by  his  application ;  the  area 
thereof;  the  natare  and  extent  of  the  mining  that  has  been 
done  thereon;  whether  there  has  been  any  opposition  to 
his  possession,  or  litigation  with  regard  to  his  claim  and, 
if  so,  when  the  same  ceased;  whether  such  cessation  was 
caused  by  compromise  or  by  judicial  decree,  and  any  addi- 
tional facts  within  the  claimant's  knowledge  having  a  direct 
bearing  upon  his  possession  and  bona  fides  which  he  may 
desire  to  submit  in  support  of  his  claim. 

78.  There  should  likewise  be  filed  a  certificate,  nnder  seid 
of  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of  mining  cases  within  the 
judicial  district  embracing  the  claim,  that  no  suit  or  action 
of  any  character  whatever  involving  the  right  of  possession 
to  any  portion  of  the  claim  applied  lor  is  pending,  and  that 
there  has  been  no  litigation  l^efore  said  court  affecting  the 
title  to  said  claim  or  any  part  thereof  for  a  period  equal  to 
the  time  fixed  by  the  statute  of  limitations  for  mining  claims 
in  the  State  or  Temtory  as  aforesaid,  other  than  that  which 
has  been  finally  decided  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

79.  The  claimant  should  support  his  narrative  of  facts 
relative  to  his  p  )ssession,  occupancy,  and  improvements  by 
corroborative  testimony  of  any  disinterested  person  or  per- 
sons of  credibility  who  may  be  cognizant  of  the  facts  in  the 
case  and  are  capable  of  testifying  understaudingly  in  the 
premises. 

ADVERSE  CLAIMS. 

AdTerteolaiin,  ^EC.  2326,  R.  S.  Whero  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  dnring  the  period 
proceedings  od.  '  of  publication,  it  shall  be  upou  oath  of  the  persou  or  peraous  makins 
~10M — 1872 —  *^®  same,  and  shall  show  the  natare,  boundaries^  and  extent  of  such 
152  B.7^v.  17  p.  ^<1^®^80  claim,  and  all  proceedings,  except  the  publication  of  notioe 
03.'   '  '    '    '      and  making  and  tiling  of  the  affidavit  tnereof,  shall  be  stayed  until 

the  controversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  by  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  or  the  adverse  claim  waived.  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  adverse  claimant,  within  thirty  days  after  filing  his 
claim,  to  commence  jiroceedings  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
to  determine  the  question  of  the  right  of  possession,  and  prosecute 
the  same  with  reasonable  diligence  to  final  judgment;  and  a  failure 
so  to  do  shall  be  a  waiver  of  his  adverse  claim.  After  such  judgment 
fihall  have  been  rendered,  the  party  entitled  to  the  posseesion  of  the 
claim,  or  any  portion  thereof,  may,  without  giving  further  notice, 
file  a  certified  copy  of  the  judgment  roll  wim  the  register  of  the 
laud  office,  together  with  the  certificate  of  the  surveyor-general  that 
the  requisite  auiount  of  labor  has  been  expended  or  improvements 
made  tnereon,  and  the  description  required  in  other  cases,  and  shall 
pay  to  the  receiver  five  dollars  per  acre  for  his  claim,  together  with 
the  proper  fees,  whereupon  the  whole  proceedings  and  the  judgment 
roll  shall  be  certified  by  the  register  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  and  a  patent  shall  issue  thereon  for  the  claim, 
or  such  portion  thereof  ns  the  applicant  shall  appear,  from  the  decision 
of  the  court,  to  rightly  possess.  If  it  appears  from  the  decision  of 
the  court  that  several  parties  are  entitled  to  separate  and  different 
portions  of  the  claim,  each  party  may  pay  for  his  portion  of  the 
claim  with  the  proper  fees,  and  file  the  certificate  and  description  by 
the  surveyor-general,  whereupon  the  register  shall  certify  the  pro- 
ceedings and  judgment  roll  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  as  in  the  precf^ing  case,  and  patents  shall  issue  to  the  several 
partiea  accordiag  to  their  x'espective  rights.    Nothing  herein  con- 
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tamed  shall  be  constnied  to  prevent  the  alienation  of  a  title  con* 
veyed  by  a  patent  for  a  mining  claim  to  any  person  whatever. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Houae of  JRepreeentativee  of  the  United    In    action 
States  of  America  in  Congrees  aaeembled.  That  if,  in  any  action  brought  ^'JSS?*h*^d  ^-^^ 

Snrsuant  to  section  twenty-three  hundred  and  twenty -six  of  the  lit^^jj  J„*y^  '** 
Revised  Statutes,  title  to  the  ground  in  controversy  shall  not  be  cstab 

lished  by  either  party,  tho  jury  shall  so  find,  and  judgment  shall  be    ActofCongresa 
entered  according  to  the  verdict.    In  such  case  costs  shall  not  l>o  gPfJ^J^^ijiy^^^ 
allowed  to  either  party,  and  tho  claimant  shall  not  proceed  in  the  l.,  505). 
land  office  or  be  entitled  to  a  patent  for  the  ground  in  controversy 
until  he  shall  have  perfected  his  title. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Houae  of  Representatives  of  the  United    Adverse  claim 
States  of  America  in  Conyresa  assembled ,  That  the  adverse  claim  re<iuired  ™ay  1>«  verified 

by  section  twenty-three  hundred  and  twenty-six  of  the  Revised  Stat-  "y  agent. 

ntes  may  be  verified  by  tbe  oath  of  any  duly  authorized  agent  or  Seo.  l.  act  of 
attorney  in  fact  of  tbe  adverse  claimant  cognizant  of  the  facts  stated ;  Congrem  ap- 
and  the  adverse  claimant,  if  residing  or  at  tbe  time  being  beyond  the  PS>'^i>4E?J  ?• 
limits  of  the  district  wherein  the  claim  is  situated,  may  make  oath  to  ^  ^"  atat.ii., 
tho  adverse  claim  before  the  clerk  of  any  court  of  record  of  the  United 
States  or  the  State  or  Territory  where  the  adverse  claimant  may  tlien 
be,  or  before  any  notary  public  of  such  State  or  Territory. 

80.  An  adverse  miuing  claim  must  be  filed  ^ith  tbe  reg- 
ister and  receiver  of  the  land  office  where  the  application 
for  patent  was  filed,  or  with  tbe  register  and  receiver  of  the 
district  in  which  the  land  is  situated  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  adverse  claim.  It  must  be  on  the  oath  of  the  adverse 
claimant,  or  it  may  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  any  duly 
authorized  agent  or  attorney  in  fact  of  the  adverse  claim- 
ant cognizant  of  tbe  facts  stated. 

81.  Where  an  agent  or  attorney  in  fact  verifies  the  adverse 
claim,  he  must  distinctly  swear  that  he  is  such  agent  or 
attorney,  and  accompany  his  affidavit  by  proof  thereof. 

82.  The  agent  or  attorney  in  fact  must  make  the  affidavit 
in  verification  of  the  adverse  claim  withiu  the  land  district 
where  the  claim  is  situated. 

83.  The  adverse  notice  must  fully  set  forth  the  natnre 
and  extent  of  the  interference  or  confiict;  whether  the 
adverse  party  claims  as  a  purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 
tion or  as  a  locator;  if  the  former,  a  certified  copy  of  the 
original  location,  the  original  conveyance,  a  duly  certified 
copy  thereof,  or  an  abstract  of  title  from  the  office  of  the 
proper  recorder  should  be  furnished,  or  if  the  transaction 
was  a  merely  verbal  one  he  will  narrate  the  circumstances 
attending  the  purchase,  the  date  thereof,  and  the  amount 
paid,  which  facts  should  be  supported  by  the  affidavit  of 
one  or  more  witnesses,  if  any  were  present  at  the  time,  and 
if  he  claims  as  a  locator  he  must  file  a  duly  certilied  copy 
of  the  location  from  the  office  of  the  proper  recorder. 

84.  In  order  that  the  ^' bound ariea^^  and  ^^ extend  of  the 
claim  may  be  shown,  it  will  be  incumbent  upon  the  adverse 
claimant  to  file  a  x>lat  showing  his  entire  claim,  its  relative 
situation  or  position  with  the  one  against  which  he  claims, 
and  the  extent  of  the  conflict.  This  plat  must  be  made 
from  an  actual  survey  by  a  United  States  deputy  surveyor, 
who  will  officially  certify  thereon  to  its  correctness;  and  in 
addition  there  must  be  attached  to  such  plat  of  survey  a 
certificate  or  sworn  statement  by  the  surveyor  as  to  the 
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approximate  valae  of  the  labor  performed  or  improvementB 
made  upon  the  claim  by  the  adverse  party  or  Ms  predeces- 
sors in  interest,  and  the  plat  must  indicate  the  position  of 
any  shafts,  tunnels,  or  other  improvements,  if  any  snch 
exist,  upon  the  claim  of  the  party  opposing  the  application, 
and  by  which  party  said  improvements  were  made:  Pro- 
vided^ however^  That  if  the  application  for  patent  describes 
the  claim  by  legal  subdivisions,  the  adverse  claimant,  if 
also  claiming  by  legal  subdivisions,  may  describe  his  ad- 
verse claim  in  the  same  manner  without  further  survey 
or  plat. 

85.  Upon  the  foregoing  being  filed  within  the  sixty  dajr^ 
publication,  the  register,  or  in  his  absence  the  receiver,  will 
give  notice  in  writing  to  hoih  parties  to  the  contest  that 
such  adverse  claim  has  been  filed,  informing  them  that  the 
party  who  filed  the  adverse  claim  will  be  required  within 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  such  filing  to  commence  pro- 
ceedings in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  question  of  right  of  possession,  and  to  prosecute  the 
same  with  reasonable  diligence  to  final  judgment,  and  that, 
should  such  adverse  claimant  fail  to  do  so,  his  adverse  claim 
will  be  considered  waived,  and  the  application  for  patent 
be  allowed  to  proceed  upon  its  merits. 

^(^.  When  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  as  aforesaid,  the  ro- 
ister or  receiver  will  indorse  upon  the  same  the  precise 
date  of  filing,  and  preserve  a  record  of  the  date  of  notifica- 
tions issued  thereon ;  and  thereafter  ail  proceedings  on  the 
application  for  patent  will  be  suspended,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  completion  of  the  publication  and  posting  of 
notices  and  plat,  and  the  filing  of  the  necessary  proof 
thereof,  until  the  controversy  shall  have  been  adjudicated 
in  court,  or  the  adverse  claim  waived  or  withdrawn. 

87.  Where  an  adverse  claim  has  been  filed  and  suit 
thereon  commenced  within  the  statutory  period,  and  final 
judgment  determining  the  right  of  possession  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  applicant,  it  will  not  be  sufficient  for  him  to 
file  with  the  register  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
setting  forth  the  facts  as  to  such  judgment,  but  he  must, 
before  he  is  allowed  to  make  entry,  file  a  certified  copy  of 
the  judgment,  together  with  the  other  evidence  required  by 
section  2326,  Revised  Statutes. 

88.  Where  such  suit  has  been  dismissed,  a  certificate  of 
the  clerk  of  the  court  to  that  effect  or  a  certified  copy  of 
the  order  of  dismissal  will  be  sufficient. 

89.  After  an  adverse  claim  has  been  filed  and  suit  com- 
menced, a  relinquishment  or  other  evidence  of  abandon- 
ment will  not  be  accepted,  but  the  case  must  be  terminated 
and  proof  thereof  furnished  as  required  by  the  last  two 
paragraphs. 

90.  Where  an  adverse  claim  has  been  filed,  but  no  suit 
commenced  against  the  applicant  for  patent  within  the 
statutory  period,  a  certificate  to  that  effect  by  the  clerk  of 
the  State  court  having  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  and  also 
by  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  in  which  the  clain;  is  situated,  will  be 
required. 
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TBBIFIOATION  OF  AFFIBAVITS  IN  RELATION  TO  MINEBAL 

ENTRIES. 

Sec.  2335,  R.  8.  All  affidavits  required  to  be  made  nnder  this  chap-    Vw^oation  of 
ter  may  be  verified  before  any  officer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  affldftvite,  &c. 
within  the  land  district  where  the  claims  may  be  situated,  and  all    lo  Hay,  1872,  c. 
testimony  and  proofs  may  be  taken  before  any  such  officer,  and,  when  152,  b.  13,  v.  17,  p. 
duly  certified  by  the  officer  taking  the  same,  shall  have  the  same  force  ^* 
and  effect  as  if  taken  before  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  land 
office.    In  cases  of  contest  as  to  the  mineral  or  agricultural  character 
of  land,  the  testimony  and  proofs  may  be  taken  as  herein  provided  on 
personal  notice  of  at  ieast  t<Mi  days  to  the  opposing  party ;  or  if  such 
party  can  not  be  found,  then  by  publication  of  at  least  once  a  week 
for  thirty  days  in  a  nen'spaper,  to  be  designated  by  the  register  of  the 
land  office  as  published  nearest  to  the  location  of  snch  land;  and  the 
register  shall  require  proof  that  snch  notice  has  been  ^iven. 

Sec.  2.  That  applicants  for  mineral  patents,  if  residing  beyond  the    Sec.  2,  act  of 
limits  of  the  district  wherein  the  claim  is  situated,  may  make  any  ™"^^^*nrii^ 
oath  or  affidavit  required  for  proof  of  citizenship  before  the  clerk  of  fgg2  (22  Stot.  L.,' 
any  court  of  record,  or  before  any  notary  pablic  of  any  State  or4»). 
Territory. 

{See  Adverse  claims.) 

GENERAL  LEGISLATION. 

Sec.  2338,  R.  8.  As  a  condition  of  sale,  in  the  absence  of  necessary  ^^^h**  opndi. 
legislation  by  Congress,  the  local  legislature  of  any  State  or  Territory  J©  made*^l^ 
mav  provide  rules  for  working  niine.s,  involving  easements,  drainage,  le^isiatuzt^ 

and  other  necessary  means  to  their  complete  development;  and  those  • — 

conditions  shall  be  fully  expressed  in  the  patent.  282^b  6  v^w^p* 

262!   *'    ' 

Sec.  2339.  Whenever,  by  priority  of  possession,  rights  to  the  nse  of    Vested  rights 
water  for  mining,  agricultural,  manufacturing,  or  other  purposes,  t«  "«o  <>f  water 
have  vested  and  accrued,  and  the  same  are  recognized  and  acknowl- J?Tjj"*°^^j^*£jj^ 
edged  by  the  local  customs,  laws,  and  the  decisions  of  courts,  the  oanala. 
possessors  and  owners  of  such  vested  rights  shall  be  maintained  and 

Srotected  in  the  same ;  and  the  right  of  way  for  the  construction  o^og^^Q*^^^*'* 
itches  and  canals  for  the  purposes  herein  specified  is  acknowledged  253'  *'  •    *     '  P' 
and  confirmed;  but  whenever  any  person,  in  the  construction  of  any 
ditch  or  canal.  Injures  or  damages  the  possession  of  any  settler  on  the 
public  domain,  the  party  committing  such  injury  or  damage  shall  be 
liable  to  the  party  injured  for  such  injury  or  damage. 

Skc.  2340.  All  patents  granted,  or  preemption  or  homesteads  al-  Patonts,  p  r^ 
lowed,  shall  be  subject  to  any  vested  and  accrued  water  rights,  or  J'^JP* g^J^'^ig  *  "^,. 
rights  to  ditches  and  reservoirs  used  in  connection  with  such  water  joct  to  vested  and 
rights,  as  may  have  been  acquired  under  or  reoognized  by  the  accrued  water 
preceding  section.  rights.     

9  July,  1870,  0. 
235,  8.17,  V.  16,  p. 
218. 

Sec.  2341.  Wherever,  upon  the  lands  heretofore  designated  as  min- .  ^Vff  ^  ^°*\* 
eral  lands,  which  have  been  excluded  from  survey  and  sale,  th®r<5  Jible  mliSs  we 
have  been  homesteads  made  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  per-  discovered  open 
sons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  citizens,  which  to  homesteads, 
homesteads  have  been  made,  improved,  and  used  for  agricultural  pur-    26  July  I8d6  c. 
poses,  and  upon  which  there  have  been  no  valuable  mines  of  gold,  262,  s.l0,v.l4.'pi 
silver,  cinnaoar,  or  copper  discovered,  and  which  are  properly  agri-  253. 
cultural  lands,  the  S(*ttlers  or  owners  of  such  homesteads  shall  nave  a 
right  of  preemption  thereto,  and  shall  bo  entitled  to  purchase  the 
same  at  the  price  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  and  in 
quantity  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres ;  or  they  may  avail 
themselves  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  five  of  this  title,  relating  to 
"Homesteads." 

Sec.  2342.  Upon  the  survey  of  the  lands  described  in  the  preceding    Mineral  lands, 
section,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  designate  and  set  apart  such  how  »**'  »?««•'  as 
portions  of  the  same  as  are  clearly  agricultural  lands,  which  lands  j^f^^^^"     ^^^ 
shall  thereafter  be  subject  to  preemption  and  sale  as  other  public ~28 July,! sesToT 
lands,  and  be  subject  to  all  the  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  the  262,  b.ii,  V.  ii,'p. 

258. 
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Additional  Ssc.  2343.  The  President  is.anthorized  to  establisli  additional  land 
"*^i^*^'^^J^* districts,  and  to  appoint  the  necessary  officers  under  existing  laMs, 
er  of  th  ™Pre^-  'W'herovcr  lie  may  cieem  the  same  necessary  for  the  public  convenience 
dent  to  provide,  in  executing  tho  provisions  of  this  chapter. 

■-  " —     Sec.  2344.  Nothing  contained  in  this  chapter  shall  be  constmed  to 

282  »  7  v  M^'p  ^'"P^*^^  ^^  **^y  "^^y>  rights  or  interests  in  mining  property  acqnired 
252!  '  '    '    'under  existing  laws;  nor  to  affect  the  provisions  of  the  act  entitliMl 

Provisions  of  *'An  net  granting  to  A.  Sutro  the  right  of  way  and  other  privileges  to 
this  clinpter  not  j^i<^  jq  jjln^  conHtruction  of  a  draining  and  exploring  tunnel  to  the 
r?Kbto.*'*  C'omstock  lodo,  in  the  State  of  Nevada,"  approval  July  twenty-five, 

^ 1 eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six. 

10  May  1872,  c.  Sec.  2345.  The  provisions  of  the  j^receding  sections  of  this  chapter 
152,  B.  16,  V.  17,  p.  giiaii  not  apply  to  the  mineral  lands  situated  in  the  States  of  Michigan, 

6  July,  1870,  c.  ^Visconsin,  and  Minnesota,  which  are  declared  free  and  open  to  explo- 
235, 8.  1^,'t.  16*,  p.  ration  and  purchase,  according  to  legal  subdiviHions,  in  like  manner 
218.  as  before  the  tenth  day  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two. 
In  cortein  Stetes  ^^^  *°-^  bona  fide  entries  of  such  lands  within  the  States  named  since 
excepted.  '  *^®  tenth  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  un<l  seventy-two,  may  be  pat- 
—  ented  without  reference  to  any  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

18 Feb.,  1873,  (>.  chapter.    Such  lands  shall  be  offered  for  ])nblic  sale  in  the  same  man- 
150,  V.  17,  p.  466.  jj^jp^  jj^  ^jjQ  game  minimum  price,  and  imder  the  same  rights  of  pre- 
emption as  other  public  lands. 

Qrant  of  lands     Sec.  2346.  No  act  passed  nt  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty-eighth 

««^.*H!l!^t  *'««?T"»  Congress,  granting  lands  to  Ftutes  or  con)oration8  to  aid  in  the  cou- 
ponitions  not  to    ,*',.'  '3.         j    "    x'        ai.  i         ^       1  ^.i     a*  ^  ^ 

mcliide   mineral  struction  of  roads  or  tor  other  purposes,  or  to  extend  the  time  of  grants 

lands.  made  prior  to  the  thirtieth  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and 

30  J  1865  ^i^^y~^^^>  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  embrace  mineral  lands,  which  in 
RoH.  No^io,  V.  13!  *^^  cases  nre  reserved  exclusively  to  the  United  States,  nolees  other- 
p.  567.    '    '   *    '  yfioQ  apeoially  provided  in  the  act  or  acts  making  the  grant. 

• 

Missonri  and  Beit  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  HouMe  of  Jiepreseniatires  of  the  Uniitd 
Kansaji^oxcluded  g^^^f^^  qJ  America  in  Conffreea  assembled,  That  within  the  States  of  Mis- 
tioiTof  tlie^^u-  Bouri  and  Kansas  deposits  of  coal,  iron,  lead,  or  other  mineral  be,  and 
era!  laws.  they  are  hereby,  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  act  entitled  *'An 

— — act  to  promote  the  development  of  tho  mining  rc^aources  of  the  United 

er^s'  approved  States,''  approved  May  tenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-two  and 
May  5,  1%,  (19  ^^^  lands  in  said  States  shall  be  subject  to  disposal  as  agrlcaltural 
Stat.  L.,  62).'        lands. 


Citizens  of  jie  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
vada'' and  the  '^'^'^*  of  Amei-ica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  all  citizens  of  the  United 
Territories  au  •  Stiites  and  other  peraons,  bona  iide  residents  of  the  State  of  Colorado, 
thorized  to  fell  or  Nevada,  or  either  of  the  Territories  of  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  Utah, 
and  remove  tim-  Wyoming,  Dakota,  Idaho,  or  Montana,  and  all  other  mineral  districtn 
Ho  dumain  ^for  *^^  *^^^^®  United  States,  shall  be,  and  are  hereby,  authorized  and  permit- 
raining  and  do-  *ed  to  fell  and  remove,  for  building,  agricultural,  mining,  or  other 
luestic  purpoara.  domestic  purposes,  any  timber  or  other  trees  growing  or  being  on  the 

public  lands,  Raid  lands  being  mineral,  and  not  subject  to  entry  under 

Act  of  Con-  existing  law^s  of  the  United  I'^tatcs,  except  for  mineral  entry,  in  either 
press  3  *PI!!r^' 20  of  85>i^l  States,  Territories,  or  districts  of  which  such  citizens  or  per- 
'stat?L!  88).        ^*'"^  "^^y  ^^^  ^^  ^^*^  time  bona  fide  residents,  subject  to  such  rules  and 
**      '        regulations  a»  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  timber  and  of  the  undergrowth  growing  upon  snch 
lands,  and  for  other  purposes:  Prorided,  The  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  not  extend  to  railroad  corporations. 

Sec.  2.  That  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  register  and  the  receiver  of 
any  local  land  office  in  whose  diKtrict  any  mineral  laud  may  be  sita> 
ated  to  as(*ertaiu  from  time  to  time  whether  any  timber  is  being  cut 
or  used  upon  any  such  lauds,  except  for  the  purposes  authorized  by 
this  act,  within  their  respective  land  districts;  and,  if  bo,  they  shall 
immediately  notify  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  of 
that  fact :  and  all  necessary  evpenscs  incurred  in  making  sneh  proper 
examinations  shall  bo  paid  and  allowed  such  register  and  reoetver  in 
making  up  their  next  quarterly  accounta. 

Sro.  3.  Any  person  or  persons  who  shall  violate  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  or  any  rulen  and  regulations  in  pursuance  thereof  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  upon  couvictioni  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding  five 
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hundred  dollars,  And  to  which  may  be  added  imprisonment  for  any 
term  not  exceeding  six  mouths. 

Deit  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  ffouaeof  Repreaentativea  of  the  United  Alabama  ex- 
Statee  of  America  in  Conijreea  aasembledy  That  within  the  State  of  Ala-  c«Pted  from  the 
bamaall  public  lands,  whether  miueral  or  otherwise,  shall  be  subject  ^{j^'^raflawa. 

to  disposal  only  as  agricultural  lands :  Provided^  however  j  That  all  lands ! 

which  have  heretofore  been  reported  to  the  General  Land  Office  as    Act  of  Con- 
containing  coal  and  iron  shall  lirst  beolicred  at  public  sale:  And  pro-  {JJJJjj  3^i^\w 
tided  fur  iher,  That  any  bona  fide  entry  under  the  provisions  ofi\i%^^x„l4,l4Sl), 
homestead  law  of  lands  within  said  State  heretofore  nuide  may  be 
patented  without  reference  to  jin  act  approved  May  tenth,  eighteen 
hundred  and  seventy-two,  entitled  "An  act  to  promote  the  develop- 
ment of  the  mining  resources  of  the  United  States, ''  in  cases  where 
the  persons  making  application  for  such  patents  have  in  all  other 
respects  complied  with  the  homestead  law  relating  thereto. 

A^  ACT  provldhig  a  civil  governmont  for  Alaska. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresentatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,     »     »     » 

Sec.  8.  That  the  said  district  of  Alaska  is  hereby  created  a  land  dis-  Mininff  laws 
trict,  and  aUnit-ed  States  land  office  for  said  district  is  hereby  located  extended  to  bhe 
at  Sitka.    The  commissioner  provided  for  by  this  act  to  reside  at  Sitka  ^/j^Ji^V^  i  c  t  o  f 

shall  be  ex  officio  register  of  said  land  office,  and  the  clerk  provided  for '. 

by  this  act  shall  be  ex  officio  receiver  of  public  moneys  and  the  mar-  ActofConEroHH 
shal  provided  for  by  this  act  shall  be  ex  officio  surveyor-general  of  ypp"^®^*  ^  »y 
said  district  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  relating  to  mining  J;;  2^^  ^^  ^^^ 
claims,  and  the  rights  iucident  thereto,  shall,  from  and  after  the  pas-  '' 
sage  of  this  act,  be  in  full  force  and  eilect  in  siiid  district,  under 
the  administration  thereof  herein  provided  for,  subject  to  such  regula- 
tions as  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  approved  by 
the  President :  Provided)  That  the  Indians  or  other  persons  in  said  dis- 
trict shall  not  be  disturbed  in  the  possession  of  any  lands  actually  in 
their  use  or  occupation  or  now  claimed  by  them  but  the  terms  under 
which  such  persons  may  acquire  title  to  such  lands  is  reserved  for 
fiitnre  legislation  by  Congress :  And  provided  furthery  That  parties  who 
have  located  mines  or  mineral  privileges  therein  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  applicable  to  the  public  domain,  or  who  have  occupied 
and  improved  or  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  such  claims,  shall 
not  be  disturbed  therein,  but  shall  be  allowed  to  perfect  their  title  to 
such  claims  by  payment  as  aforesaid :  And  provided  also,  That  the  land 
not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  at  any  station  now  occu- 
pied as  missionary  stations  among  the  Indian  tribes  in  said  section, 
with  the  improvements  thereon  erected  by  or  for  such  societies,  shall 
bo  continued  in  the  occuimncy  of  the  several  religious  societies  to 
which  said  missionary  stations  res]>ectivel^  belong  until  action  by 
Congress.  But  nothing  contained  in  this  act  shiill  be  construed  to 
put  in  force  in  said  district  the  general  land  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  liepresentatires  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  asaembled,     *      *      * 

No  xierson  who  shall  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  enter  upon  any  Right  of  enti7 
of  the  public  lands  with  a  view  to  occupation,  entry,  or  settlement  nnder  all  the  land 
under  any  of  the  land  laws  shall  be  permitted  to  acquire  title  to  more  J".J^^  restricted 
than  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate,  under  all  ofp^fed^'see  act 
said  laws,  but  this  limitation  shall  not  operate  to  curtail  the  right  of  Mar.  3,' 1891,  sec. 
any  person  who  h.'is  heretofore  made  entry  or  settlement  on  the  pub- 17.) 
lie  lands,  or  whoso  occupation,  entry  or  settlement,  is  validated  by  KesCTvatlon  in 
this  act:  Provided,  That  in  all  patents  tor  lands  hereafter  taken  up  Jfwav forclitcfien 
under  any  of  the  land  laws  of  the  United  States  or  on  entries  or  claims  and  c^inala  con- 
validated  by  this  act  west  of  the  one  hundredth  meridian,  it  shall  be  Htructed. 
expressed  that  *^^hero  is  reserved  from  the  lands  in  said  ]Kitent  described  ActofConirn^sa 
a  right  of  way  t  hereon  for  ditches  or  caxiala  constructed  by  the  author-  appro  ve  d  Au- 
ity  of  the  United  btates.     »     *    *  gu»t30,  isoo.  (28 

Stat.  L.,  371.) 
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AN  ACT  To  Tepeal  tlmbeiHniltim  laws,  and  for  otber  ptLTptmm, 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Haute  of  Beprettntatirea  of  the  VnitM 
Stales  of  America  in  Congress  asBembled,     •     •     • 
Town  ftitet  on     Skc.  16.  That  town-site  entriee  may  be  made  by  incorporated  towns 
niiK^nUlandsan-  and  cities  on  the  mineral  lands  of  the  United  States,  but  no  title  shall 
^^Landi  entered  ^*®  acquired  by  such  towns  or  cities  to  any  vein  of  gold,  silver,  cinns- 
nudor  the  niin-  bar,  copper.  OF  lead,  or  to  any  valid  mining  claim  or  possession  held 
eral  lawn  not  in- under  existing  law.    When  mineral  veins  are  possessed  within  the 
cliideilinrestric-  limits  of  an  incorporated  town  or  city,  and  such  possession  is  rscog- 
tion  U)  320  acrea.  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  authority  or  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  theiiiTe 
Act   of    Con-  to  town  lots  shall  be  subject  to  snch  recognized  possession  and  the 
creHD    niiproved  necessary  use  thereof  and  when  entry  has  been  ma<lo  or  patent  is8n<Mi 
»m!l'i^)^  ^^^^^^'^  town  sites  to  snch  incorporated  town  or  city,  the  possessor  of 
'    *'  such  mineral  vein  may  enter  and  receive  patent  for  such  mineral  vein, 

and  the  surface  ground  appertaining  thereto :  Provided,  That  no  entry 
shall  be  made  by  snch  mineral- vein  claimant  for  surface  ground  where 
the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  snr£iioe  ground  shall  have  had  possession 
of  the  same  before  the  inception  of  tne  title  of  the  mineral-vein  appli- 
cant. 

Skc.  17.  That  reservoir  sites  located  or  selected  and  to  be  located 
and  selected  under  the  provisions  of  ''An  act  making  appropriations 
for  sundry  civil  expenses  of  the  Government  for  the  fiscal  3'ear  ending 
Juno  thirtieth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses/' and  amendments  thereto,  shall  be  restricted  to  and  shall  con- 
tain only  so  much  land  as  is  actually  necessary  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  reservoirs;  excluding  so  far  as  practicable  lauds 
occupied  bv  actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  the  location  of  said  reser- 
voirs and  that  the  i)ro  visions  of  An  act  making  appropriations  for 
sundry  civil  expenses  of  the  Government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  thirtieth,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-one,  and  for  other  pur- 
poi^cs/' which  reads  as  follows,  viz:  ''no  person  who  shal  1  after  thi^ 
pa3sa<;e  of  this  act  enter  upon  any  of  the  public  lands  with  a  view  to 
occupation,  entry,  or  settlement  under  any  of  the  land  laws  shall  be 
permitted  to  acijuiro  title  to  more  than  three  hundred  and  twenty 
acres  in  the  aggregate  under  all  said  laws,''  shall  be  construed  to 
include  in  the  maximum  amount  of  lands  the  title  to  which  is  p4*r- 
mittcd  to  be  acquired  by  one  person  only  agricultural  lands  and  not 
include  lands  entered  or  sought  to  be  entered  under  mineral  land 
laws. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  DEPUTIES  FOB  SUBTBY  OP  MINING 
CLAIMS— CHARGES  FOR  SURVEYS  AND  PUBLICATIONS 
— FEES   OF  REGISTERS  AND  RECEIVERS,  ETC. 

Surveyor. gen.     Skc.  2334,  R.  S.   The  surveyor-general  of  the  United  States  may 

erul  to  iippoint  ap])oiut  in  each  land  district  containing  mineral  lands  as  many  coin- 

BurviyorHof^nnu- p^^^^  surveyors  as  shall  apply  for  appointment  to  survey  mining 

_^_^' "_"'"l-  —  claims.    The  expenses  of  the  survey  of  vein  or  lode  claims,  and  the 

10  May,  1872,  c.  Burvey  and  subdivision  of  placer  claims  into  smaller  quantities  than 

152,  s,12.  v,17,  p.  QjjQ  hundred  «.nd  sixty  acres,  together  with  the  cost  of  publication  of 

notices,  shall  bo  paid  by  the  applicants,  and  they  shall  be  at  liberty 

to  obtain  the  same  at  the  most  reasonable  rates,  and  they  shall  also  1>o 

at  liberty  to  employ  any  Uaited  States  deputy  surveyor  to  make  the 

survey.    The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  shall  also  have 

power  to  establish  the  maximum  charges  for  surveys  and  publication 

of  notices  under  this  chapter;  and,  in  case  of  excessive  chargi^s  for 

Publication,  he  may  designate  any  newspaper  published  in  a  land 
istrict  where  mines  are  situated  for  the  publication  of  mining  notices 
in  such  district,  and  fix  the  rates  to  be  charged  by  such  paper;  and, 
-to  tlie  end  that  the  Commissioner  may^  be  fully  informed  on  the  sub- 
je<t,  each  applicant  shall  file  with  the  register  a  sworn  statement  of 
nil  charges  and  fees  paid  by  such  applicant  for  publication  and  sur- 
veys, tojxt^ther  with  nil  fees  and  money  paid  the  rejcister  and  the 
receiver  of  the  land  onieo,  which  Htatement  shall  be  transmitted,  with 
the  other  x^apers  in  the  case,  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office. 
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91.  Under  this  anthority  of  law  the  following  rates  have 
been  established  as  the  maximum  charges  for  newspaper 
publications  in  mining  cases : 

(1)  Where  a  daily  newspaper  is  designated  the  charge 
shall  not  exceed  seven  dollars  for  each  ten  lines  of  space 
occupickl,  and  where  a  weekly  newspaper  is  designated  as 
the  medium  of  publication  five  dollars  for  the  same  space 
will  be  allowed.  Such  charge  shall  be  accei>ted  as  full  pay- 
ment for  publication  in  each  issue  of  the  newspaper  for  the 
entire  period  required  by  law. 

It  is  expected  that  these  notices  shall  not  be  so  abbrevi- 
ated as  to  curtail  the  description  essential  to  a  x)erfect 
notice,  and  the  said  rates  established  upon  the  understand- 
ing that  they  are  to  be  in  the  usual  body  type  used  for 
advertisements. 

(2)  For  the  publication  of  citations  in  contests  or  hear- 
ings involving  the  character  of  lauds  the  charges  shall  not 
exceed  eight  dollars  for  five  publications  in  weekly  news- 
papers or  ten  dollars  for  publications  in  daily  newspapers 
for  thirty  days. 

92.  Tbe  surveyors-general  of  the  several  districts  will,  in 
pursuance  of  said  law,  a))point  in  each  laud  district  as  many 
competent  deputies  for  the  survey  of  mining  claims  as  may 
seek  such  appointment,  it  being  distinctly  understood  that 
all  expenses  of  these  notices  and  surveys  are  to  be  borne 
by  the  mining  claimants  and  not  by  the  United  IStates. 
The  claimant  may  employ  any  deputy  surveyor  within  such 
district  to  do  his  work  in  the  Held.  Each  deputy  mineral 
surveyor  before  entering  upon  the  duties  of  his  office  or 
ajipointment  shall  be  required  to  enter  into  such  bond  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  his  duties  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  regulations  of  the  Land  Department  in  force  at  that 
time. 

93.  With  regard  to  the  platting  of  the  claim  and  other 
office  work  in  the  surveyor-generars  office,  that  officer  wilL 
make  an  estimate  of  the  cost  thereof,  which  amount  the 
claimant  will  deposit  with  any  assisttmt  United  States 
treasurer  or  designated  depository  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  Treasurer,  to  be  passed  to  the  credit  of  the  fund 
created  by  "  individual  depositors  for  surveys  of  the  pub- 
lic lands,"  and  file  with  the  surveyor  general  duplicate 
certificates  of  such  deposit  in  the  usual  manner. 

94.  The  surveyors-general  will  endeavor  to  appoint  min- 
eral deputy  surveyors,  so  that  one  or  more  may  be  located 
in  each  mining  district  for  the  greater  convenience  of 
miners. 

95.  The  usual  oaths  will  be  required  of  these  deputies 
and  their  assistants  as  to  the  correctness  of  each  survey 
executed  by  them. 

The  duty  of  the  deputy  mineral  surveyor  ceases  when 
he  has  executed  the  survey  and  returned  the  field  notes 
and  preliminarj'  plat  thereof  with  his  report  to  the  surveyor- 
general.  He  will  not  be  allowed  to  prepare  for  the  min- 
ing claimant  the  papers  in  support  of  an  application  for 
patent  or  otherwise  i)erform  the  duties  of  an  attorney 
before  the  land  office  in  connection  with  a  mining  claim. 
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The  surveyors- general  and  local  land  officers  are  exx>6cted 
to  report  any  infringement  of  this  regulation  to  this  office. 

96.  Should  it  appear  that  excessive  or  exorbitant  charges 
liave  been  made  by  any  surveyor  or  any  publisher,  prompt 
action  will  be  taken  with  the  view  of  correcting  the  abuse. 

97.  The  fees  payable  to  the  register  and  receiver  for  fOing 
and  acting  upon  applications  for  mineral-land  patents  are 
five  dollars  to  each  officer,  to  be  paid  by  the  applicant  for 
patent  at  the  time  of  filing,  and  the  like  sum  of  five  dollars 
is  payable  to  each  officer  by  an  adverse  claimant  at  the 
the  time  of  filing  his  adverse  claim.  (Sec.  2238,  E.  S., 
paragraph  0.) 

98.  At  the  time  of  payment  of  fee  for  mining  application 
or  adverse  claim  the  receiver  will  issue  his  receipt  therefor 
in  duplicate,  one  to  be  given  the  applicant  or  adverse 
claimant,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  one  to  be  forward^  to 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  on  the  day  of 
issue.  The  receipt  for  mining  application  should  have 
attached  the  certificate  of  the  register  that  the  lauds 
included  in  the  application  are  vacant  lands  subject  to 
such  appropriation. 

99.  The  register  and  receiver  will,  at  the  clore  of  each 
month,  forward  to  this  office  an  abstract  of  mining  applica- 
tions filed,  and  a  register  of  receipts,  accompanied  with  an 
abstract  of  mineral  lauds  sold,  and  an  abstract  of  adverse 
claims  filed. 

100.  The  fees  and  purchase  money  received  by  registers 
and  receivers  must  bo  placed  to  the  credit  of  tiio  United 
States  in  the  receiver's  monthly  and  quarterly  account, 
charging  up  in  the  disbursing  account  the  sums  to  which 
the  register  aud  receiver  may  be  respectively  entitled  as 
fees  and  commissions,  with  limitations  in  regard  to  the 
legal  maximum. 

HEARINGS  TO  DETERMINE  CHARACTER  OF  LANDS. 

101.  The  Kules  of  Practice  in  cases  before  the  United 
States  district  land  offices,  the  General  Laud  Office,  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  will,  so  far  as  applicable, 
govern  in  all  cases  and  proceedings  arising  in  contests  and 
hearings  to  determine  the  mineral  character  of  lands. 

102.  Ko  x>ublic  land  shall  be  withheld  from  entry  as 
agricultural  land  on  account  of  its  mineral  character 
except  such  as  is  returned  by  the  surveyor-general  as  min- 
eral; aud  the  ])resamption  arising  from  such  a  return  may 
be  overcome  by  testimony  taken  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
described. 

103.  Hearings  to  determine  the  character  of  lands  are 
l)ractically  of  two  kinds,  as  follows: 

(I)  Lauds  returned  as  mineral  by  the  surveyor-general. 

When  such  lands  are  sought  to  be  entered  as  agricultural 
under  laws  which  require  the  submission  of  final  proof  after 
due  notice  by  publication  and  posting,  the  filing  of  the 
proper  nonmineral  affidavit  in  the  absence  of  allegations 
that  the  land  is  mineral  will  be  deemed  sufficient  as  a  pre 
liminary  requirement.  A  satisfactory  showing  as  to  char- 
acter  of  laud  must  be  made  when  final  proof  is  submitted. 
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In  case  of  application  to  enter,  locate,  or  select  such  lands 
as  agricultural,  under  laws  in  which  the  submission  of  final 
proof  after  due  publication  and  posting  is  not  required, 
notice  thereof  must  first  be  given  by  publication  for  sixty 
days  and  xKisting  in  the  local  office  during  the  same  period, 
and  affirmative  proof  as  to  the  character  of  the  land  sub- 
mitted. In  the  absence  of  allegations  that  the  laud  is 
mineral,  and  upon  compliance  with  this  requirement,  the 
entry,  location,  or  selection  will  be  allowed,  if  otherwise 
regular. 

(2)  Lands  returned  as  agricultural  and  alleged  to  be  min- 
eral in  character. 

Where  as  against  the  claimed  right  to  enter  such  lands 
as  agricultural  it  is  alleged  that  the  same  are  mineral,  or 
are  applied  for  as  mineral  lands,  the  proceedings  in  this 
class  of  cases  will  be  in  the  nature  of  a  contest,  and  the 
practice  will  be  governed  by  the  rules  in  force  in  contest 
cases. 

BAILROAD  AND   STATE  SELECTIONS. 

104.  Where  a  railroad  company  seeks  to  select  lands  not 
returned  as  mineral,  but  within  six  miles  of  any  mining  loca- 
tion, claim,  or  entry,  or  where  in  the  case  of  a  selection  by 
a  State,  the  lands  sought  to  be  selected  are  within  a  town- 
ship in  which  there  is  a  mining  location,  claim,  or  entry, 
publication  must  be  made  of  the  lands  selected  at  the 
expense  of  the  railroad  comi)any  or  State  for  a  period  of 
sixty  days,  with  posting  for  the  same  period  in  the  land 
office  for  the  district  in  which  the  lauds  are  situated,  during 
which  period  of  publication  the  local  laud  officers  will 
receive  protests  or  contests  for  any  of  said  tracts  or  sub- 
divisions of  lands  claimed  to  be  more  valuable  for  mining 
than  for  agricultural  pur|)Oses. 

105.  At  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  publication  the 
register  and  receiver  will  forward  to  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office  the  published  list,  noting  thereon 
any  protests,  or  contests,  or  suggestions  as  to  the  mineral 
character  of  any  such  lands,  together  with  any  information 
they  may  have  received  as  to  the  mineral  character  of  any 
of  the  lands  mentioned  in  said  list,  when  a  hearing  may  be 
ordered. 

106.  At  the  hearings  under  either  of  the  aforesaid  classes, 
the  claimants  and  witnesses  will  be  thoroughly  examined 
with  regard  to  the  character  of  the  land ;  whether  the  same 
has  been  thoroughly  prospected;  whether  or  not  there 
exists  within  the  tract  or  tracts  claimed  any  lode  or  vein  of 
quartz  or  other  rock  in  place,  bearing  gold,  silver,  cinnabar, 
lead,  tin,  or  copper,  or  other  valuable  deposit  which  has 
ever  been  claimed,  located,  recorded,  or  worked;  whether 
such  work  is  entirely  abandoned,  or  whether  occasionally 
resumed;  if  such  lode  does  exist,  by  whom  claimed,  under 
what  designation,  and  in  which  subdivision  of  the  land  it 
lies ;  whether  any  placer  mine  or  mines  exist  upon  the  land ; 
if  so,  what  is  the  character  thereof— whether  of  the  shallow- 
surface  description,  or  of  the  deep  cement,  blue  lead,  or 
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gravel  deposits;  to  what  extent  mining  is  carried  on  when 
water  can  be  obtained,  and  what  the  facilities  are  for 
obtaining  water  for  mining  purposes;  npon  what  x>articQ- 
lar  ten-acre  sobdivisions  mining  has  been  done,  and  at  what 
time  the  land  was  abandoned  for  mining  purposes^  if  aban- 
doned at  alL 

107.  The  testimony  should  also  show  the  agricaltoral 
capacities  of  the  land,  what  kind  of  crops  are  raised  thereon, 
and  the  valne  thereof;  the  number  of  acres  actually  cnlti- 
Tated  for  crops  of  cereals  or  vegetables,  and  within  which 
particular  ten-acre  subdivision  such  crops  are  raised;  also 
which  of  these  subdivisions  embrace  the  improvements, 
giving  in  detail  the  extent  and  value  of  the  improvements, 
such  as  house,  bam,  vineyard,  orchard,  fencing,  etc.,  and 
mining  improvements. 

108.  The  testimony  should  be  as  full  and  complete  as  pos- 
sible; and  in  addition  to  the  leading  i>oints  indicated  above, 
where  an  attempt  is  made  to  prove  the  mineral  character 
of  lands  which  have  been  entered  under  tlie  agricultural 
laws,  it  should  show  at  what  date,  if  at  all,  valuable  de- 
posits of  mineral  were  first  known  to  exist  on  the  lands. 

109.  When  the  case  comes  before  this  office  such  decision 
will  be  made  as  the  law  and  the  facts  may  justify;  in  cases 
where  a  survey  is  necessary  to  set  apart  the  mineral  from 
the  agricultural  land,  the  proper  party  at  his  otcn  expense 
will  be  required  to  have  the  work  done,  at  his  option,  either 
by  United  States  deputy,  county,  or  other  local  surveyor; 
application  therefor  must  be  made  to  the  register  and  re- 
€5eiver,  accompanied  by  a  description  of  the  land  to  be  seg- 
regated, and  the  evidence  of  service  upon  the  opi>osite  party 
of  notice  of  his  intention  to  have  such  segregation  made; 
the  register  and  receiver  will  forward  the  same  to  this  office, 
when  the  necessary  instructions  for  the  survey  will  be 
given.  The  survey  in  such  case,  where  the  claims  to  be 
segregated  are  vein  or  lode  claims,  must  be  executed  in 
such  manner  as  will  conform  to  the  requirements  in  section 
2320,  United  States  Eevised  Statutes,  as  to  length  and 
width  and  parallel  end  lines. 

110.  Such  survey  when  executed  must  be  properly  sworn 
to  by  the  surveyor,  either  before  a  notary  public,  officer  of 
a  court  of  record,  or  before  the  register  or  receiver,  the 
dei)onent'8  character  and  credibility  to  be  prooerly  certified 
to  by  the  officer  administering  the  oath. 

111.  Ux)on  the  filing  of  the  plat  and  field  notes  of  such 
survey  with  the  register  and  receiver,  duly  sworn  to  as 
aforesaid,  they  will  transmit  the  same  to  the  surveyor- 
general  for  his  verification  and  approval;  who,  if  he  finds 
the  work  correctly  performed,  will  properly  mark  out  the 
same  upon  the  original  township  plat  in  his  office,  and 
furnish  authenticated  copies  of  such  plat  and  description 
both  to  the  proper  local  land  office  and  to  this  office,  to  be 
affixed  to  the  duplicate  and  triplicate  township  plats 
respectively, 

112.  With  the  copy  of  plat  and  description  furnished  the 
local  office  and  this  office,  must  be  a  diagram  tracing, 
verified  by  the  surveyor-general,  showing  the  claim  or 
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claims  segregated,  and  designating  the  separate  fractional 
agricnltural  tracts  in  each  40-acre  legal  subdivision  by  the 
proper  lot  number,  beginning  with  No.  1  in  each  section, 
and  giving  the  area  in  each  lot,  the  same  as  provided  in 
paragraph  45,  in  the  survey  of  mining  claims  on  surveyed 
lands. 

113.  The  fact  that  a  certain  tract  of  land  is  decided  upon 
testimony  to  be  mineral  in  character  is  by  no  means  equiva- 
lent to  an  award  of  the  land  to  a  miner.  In  order  to  secure 
a  patent  for  such  land  he  must  proceed  as  in  other  cases,  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  regulations. 

Blank  forms  for  proofs  in  mineral  cases  are  not  furnished 
by  the  General  Land  OflBce. 

• 

MINEBAIi  ENTRIES  WITHIN  FOREST  RESERVES. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  circular  entitled  Eules 
and  Eegulations  governing  Forest  Reservations,  estab- 
lished under  section  24  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  (26 
Stat.  L.,  1095).  Approved  June  30, 1897.  (24  L.  D.,  589- 
693-594.) 

LOCATION  AND  ENTRY  OF  MINERAL  LANDS. 

19.  The  law  pi*ovides  that  <^any  mineral  lands  in  any 
forest  reservation  which  have  been  or  which  may  be  shown 
to  be  such,  and  subject  to  entry  under  the  existing  mining 
laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  rules  and  regulations 
applying  thereto,  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  such  loca- 
tion and  entry,"  notwithstanding  the  reservation.  This 
makes  mineral  lands  in  the  forest  reserves  subject  to  loca- 
tion and  entry  under  the  general  mining  laws  in  the  usual 
manner. 

20.  Owners  of  valid  mining  locations  made  and  held  in 
good  faith  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States  and 
the  regulations  thereunder  are  authorized  and  permitted 
to  fell  and  remove  from  such  mining  claims  any  timber 
growing  thereon,  for  actual  mining  purposes  in  connection 
with  the  particular  claim  from  which  the  timber  is  felled 
or  removed.  (For  further  use  of  timber  by  miners  see  be- 
low, under  heading  "Free  use  of  timber  and  stone.'') 

FREE  USE  OF  TIMBER  AND  STONE. 

21.  The  law  provides  that  "The  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior may  x>ermit,  under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  him,  . 
the  use  of  timber  and  stone  found  upon  such  reservations, 
free  of  charge,  by  bona  fide  settlers,  miners,  residents,  and 
prosx>ectors  for  minerals,  for  firewood,  fencing,  buildings, 
mining,  prospecting,  and  other  domestic  purposes,  as  may 
be  needed  by  such  persons  for  such  purposes;  such  timber 
to  be  used  within  the  State  or  Territory,  respectively,  where 
such  reservations  may  be  located.'' 

This  provision  is  limited  to  persons  resident  in  forest 
reservations  who  have  not  a  suf^cient  supply  of  timber  or 
stone  on  their  own  claims  or  lands  for  the  purposes  enumer- 
ated, or  for  necessary  use  in  developing  the  mineral  or  other 
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natural  resources  of  tbe  lands  owned  or  occupied  by  tbem. 
Such  persons,  therefore,  arc  permitted  to  take  timber  and 
stone  from  public  lauds  in  the  forest  reservations  under  the 
terms  of  the  law  above  quoted,  strictly  for  their  individual 
use  on  their  own  claims  or  lands  owned  or  occupied  by 
them,  but  not  for  sale  or  disposal,  or  use  ou  other  lauds,  or 
by  other  persons :  Providedy  That>where  the  stumpage  value 
exceeds  one  hundred  dollars,  application  must  be  made  to 
and  permission  given  by  the  Department. 

BlNGBB   nSRMAim, 

Comm  isftioner. 
Approved  December  15, 1897. 

O.  iK.  Bliss, 

Hecretary. 
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Paea 

Abandonment* 
Accounts. 
Adverse  Claim. 

See  Mining  Olaim. 

Affidavit. 

See  Applieation;  Oontettf  Evidmies, 

Alaska. 

See  Right  qf  Way. 

Regalations  of  June  3, 1891,  with  respect 
to  appeal  from  tovnaito  trustee,  amended..  323 

The  protection  extended  to  possessory 
rights  by  section  8,  act  of  May  17, 1884,  is 
limited  to  lands  actually  ased,  occupied,  or 
claimed,  at  the  date  of  said  act 212 

The  mere  occnpancy  of  Alaskan  lands,  for 
the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture,  does 
not  confer  upon  the  occupant  any  right  in 
the  land,  as  against  the  government,  tliat 
will  constitute  a  legal  obstacle  to  the  reser- 
vation of  the  land  so  occupied  for  naval 
purposes 212 

AH  lands  owned  by  the  Greco- Russian 
church  in,  at  the  time  of  cession  continue 
to  be  the  property  of  said  church  without 
diminution  or  enlargement  in  quantity.  The 
possessory  right  subsequently  conferred 
by  Congress  does  not  atfoct  lands  owned  by 
said  church  at  the  time  of  the  treaty,  but 
only  extends  to  public  lands,  occupied 
as  mission  stations  at  the  date  of  such 
Congressional  action,  not  exceeding  six 
hundred  and  forty  acres  in  any  one  tract. .  480 

The  present  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior 
Department  over  any  Greco- Russian  church 
lands,  or  missionary  stations  in,  is  limited 
to  excluding  the  same  from  entry  and  acqui- 
sition by  others  under  the  mining,  townsite, 
or  trade  and  manufacture  laws 481 

No  statutory  provision  has  been  made 
that  authorizes  any  separate  and  independ- 
ent proceeding  for  the  survey  and  idcntifl- 
cation  of  church  lands  in,  the  ownership  of 
which  was  secured  to  the  resident  members 
of  the  church  by  the  treaty  of  cession 481 

The  scope  of  paragraph  24,  in  tlie  amended 
departmental  regulations  of  June  3,  1891,  is 
limited  to  the  consideration  of  private 
claims,  and  the  claims  of  the  Greco-Russian 
church,  when  asserted  advursoly  to  an  appli- 
cation to  enter  lands  for  townsite  pur- 
poses  481 
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Alienation. 

The  sale  of  land  aftar  the  submission  of 
final  proof,  but  prior  te  the  issuance  of  final 
certificate,  will  not  defeat  the  right  to  a 
patent  under  the  homestead  law,  if  the 
record  shows  due  compliance  with  law 187 

The  Department  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
vacate  a  contract  providing  for  the  sale  of  a 
possessory  right  to  a  tract  of  land  entered 
into  by  adverse  claimants  therefor,  or  en- 
force speotfio  performance  thereof,  but  it 
may  consider  and  interpret  said  contract 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  qualifl* 
cations  and  good  faith  of  the  parties  thereto, 
as  applicants  under  the  homeateadlaw....  809 

Amendment* 

See  Entry. 

Appeal. 

See  Prctetiee. 

Application. 

Circular  instraotiona  of  March  25,  1897, 
with  respect  to,  pending  contest,  and  during 
the  period  accorded  a  successful  contestant.    61 

The  rule  laid  down  in  Cowles  v.  Huff,  24 
L.  D.,  81,  with  respect  to,  made  after  Judg- 
ment of  cancellation  and  prior  to  appeal 
therefrom,  but  within  the  time  allowed 
therefor,  is  applicable  to  pending  cases 841 

Distance  from  the  local  office,  character  of 
the  country,  and  season  of  the  year,  may  be 
properly  considered  in  determining  whether 
a  homestead  pn*liminary  affidavit  may  be 
made  before  a  Unitcnl  States  Court  Commis- 
sioner in  the  county  where  the  land  lies 420 

A  non-mineral  affidavit,  sworn  to  before  a 
notary  public,  and  forwarded  to  tlio  local 
office  with  the  fees  and  commissions  re- 
quired on  making  homestead  entry,  can  not 
be  reganled  as  an  application  to  enter,  and 
ofierating  to  segregate  the  land 475 

A  non-mineral  affidavit  of  a  homesteader 
alleging  personal  knowledge  of  the  land, 
wlieu  in  fact  the  affiant  had  no  such  knowl- 
edge, does  not  render  the  entry  illegal,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  any  charge  that  the  land 
is  mineral  in  character,  the  defect  may  be 
cured  by  filing  a  proper  affidavit 471 

To  enter  land  reserved  for  the  benefit  of 
an  Indian  confers  no  right  upon  tlie  appli- 
cant that  can  be  recognized  on  the  removal 
of  the  reservation,  in  the  presence  of  a  valid 

intervening  adverse  claim 95 

607 
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To  enter  lands  that  are  at  snoh  time  em- 
braced within  an  existing  order  of  with- 
drawal, made  in  aid  of  a  railroad  grant, 
confers  no  right 394 

To  make  timber  land  entry  of  lands  em- 
braced within  an  existing  State  selection 
confers  no  right  upon  the  applicant 432 

If  a  part  of  the  land  covered  by  an,  Is  sub* 
Ject  to  entry,  and  a  part  is  not,  the  applica- 
tion should  not  be  rejected  as  an  entirety, 
bat  may  be  allowed  for  the  land  snlijeet  to 
such  appropriation 108 

No  right  is  socnre<l  by,  to  make  entry  that 
will  bar  the  allowance  of  a  hearing,  as  to 
the  status  of  the  laud  involved,  on  the  prior 
application  of  another  party 337 

To  amend  an  entry,  suspended  on  account 
of  a  prior  existing  entry  covering  the  land 
so  applied  for,  confers  no  right  upon  the 
applicant  as  against  a  settler  on  the  land,  in 
the  event  of  the  cancellation  of  the  prior 
entry 448 

TiMBBK  Culture. 

To  make  timber  culture  entry  of  land 
embraced  within  a  prior  prima  facie  valid 
railroad  indemnity  selection  is  properly  re- 
jected, and  an  appeal  Arom  such  action 
secures  no  right  that  is  protected  by  sec- 
tion 1,  act  of  March  8,  1891,  repealiivg  the 
timber  culture  law 3 

Arid  Ijands. 

The  withdrawal  of,  under  the  act  of  Octo- 
ber 2, 1888,  did  not  affect  or  impair  rights 
acquired  by  settlement  and  pre-emption 
6ling  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act 221 

Attorney. 

Where  a  party  is  represented  by  two,  of 
record,  he  is  bound  by  the  action  of  either; 
and  will  not  be  heard  to  pletid  a  private  un- 
derstanding between  himself  anil  naid  attor- 
neys by  which  the  authority  of  one  of  said 
attorneys  is  limited 84 

€ancellRtion« 

Where  a  deserted  wife  has  submitted  final 
proof  on  her  husband's  homestead  entry 
and  by  departmental  decision  is  required  to 
snbmit  new  proof,  but  does  not  do  so,  and 
the  record  docs  not  show  that  she  was  noti- 
fied of  such  requirement,  the  entry  cannot 
thereafter  be  properly  oanceltMl  for  failure 
to  submit  final  proof  within  the  statutory 
period,  except  after  due  notice  to  the  wife. .  402 

Certiorari. 

A  writ  of,  may  properly  issue  to  the  local 
oflice  in  a  case  that  requires  such  action ...    76 

An  application  for  a  writ  of,  directed  to 
the  local  oflice  must  bo  denied,  where  it  is 
apparent  that  if  the  appeal  from  the  action 
of  said  oflice  had  hoen  forwarded,  it  would 
be  dismissed 4^ 

An  application  for  a  writ  of,  on  the  ground 
that  the  right  of  appeal  was  lost  through 
the  £salt  of  the  applicant's  attorney,  must 


be  denied,  la  the  absence  of  any  specific 
charge  of  fraud  or  collusion  on  the  part  of 
said  attorney 345 

An  applicant  for  the  writ  of,  who  allegM 
that  the  Commissioner  erred  in  not  review- 
ing the  decision  of  the  local  office  under  rule 
48  of  practice,  should  set  forth  specifically 
the  alleged  irregularity  of  proceeding  on 
the  i»art  of  said  office,  or  wherein,  with  re- 
spect to  the  interest  of  the  government,  the 
decision  of  said  office  is  contrary  to  existing 
laws  or  regulations 345 

A  writ  of,  will  not  issue  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  aiqical  was  wrongfully  de- 
nied, or  the  record  does  not  disoloee  Acts 
oalHng  for  action  under  the  supervisory  au- 
thority of  the  Department 488 

Circaiars  and  Instmctions. 

See  TahU§  qf,  pages  zix  and  xx. 

Citizenship. 

See  NaluraHzeiHon, 

Coniirmation. 

Section  7,  Act  of  March  3, 1891. 

A  contest  against  a  pro-emption  entry,  as 
to  part  of  the  land  covered  thereby,  on  the 
ground  of  a  settlement  rights  and  failure  on 
the  part  of  the  pre-emptor  to  comply  with 
law,  is  barred  under  the  proviso  if,  after 
the  lapse  of  two  years  from  the  issuance  of 
final  receipt,  there  is  pending  no  contest  or 
protest  involving  the  land  in  question 14 

The  statutory  period  of  two  years  desig- 
nated in  the  proviso  contemplates  calendar 
years  without  regard  to  the  number  of  days 
they  may  rontain,  and  is  to  be  computed  by 
excluding  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  final 
receipt  and  including  the  corresponding  nu- 
merical day  in  the  corriHipondiug  month  of  ' 
the  second  calendar  year  thereafter,  and  if 
that  month  in  that  year  does  not  have  that 
many  days,  then  the  last  day  of  that  month.  157 

Contest. 

See  OonUitanU 

Grnrrallt. 

The  corroboration  of  an  affidavit  of,  la  for 
the  inforiiiation  and  protraction  of  the  local 
officers,  and  after  a  hearing  is  ordered  the 
absence  of  such  corroboration  is  imma- 
terial  380 

A  general  charge  that  an  entry  is  not 
made  for  the  benefit  of  the  entryinan  will 
not  Justify  a  hearing,  if  the  facts  on  which 
snoh  allegation  rests  kre  not  specifically  set 
forth,  and  the  sources  of  information  dis- 
closed  508 

A  decision  of  the  Department,  denying  a 
motion  for  a  rehearing  on  the  ground  that 
the  matters  therein  alleged  were  not  in 
issue  at  the  original  hearing,  does  not  pre- 
clude the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  in  the  exercise  of  his  original 
jurisdiction,  fh>m  subsequently  directing 
an  inquiry,  in  the  nature  of  a  new  contest^ 
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to  detemiine  questions  arisiDg  since  the 
hearing  of  the  original  sait 329, 471 

A  hearing  will  not  be  ordered  on  an  alle- 
gation of  irregalarity  in  presenting  an  ap- 
plication for  the  right  of  entry,  where  it  is 
apparent  from  the  record  that  the  right  of 
the  appllciint  is  not  dependent  npon  priority 
of  application 92 

Where  the  government,  in  its  own  behalf, 
has  taken  steps  looking  to  the  cancellation 
of  an  entry,  pending  final  action  thereon,  a 
contestant  can  gain  no  right  by  filing  a,  in 
the  event  the  government  cnncels  the  entry 
aa  the  result  of  its  own  proceedings 229 

No  preferred  right  is  secured  nndor  a, 
filed  during  the  pendency  of  government 
proceedings  against  the  entry  of  record,  if 
snch  entry  is  canceled  as  the  result  of  said 
proceeding 63 

A  second,  filed  subject  to  a  pending  suit 
abates  in  the  event  of  cancellation  under 
the  prior  proceeding 488 

The  fact  that  a  contestant  maj'  waive  a 
charge,  made  by  bim  against  an  entry,  does 
not  relieve  the  Department  from  the  duty 
of  ascertaining  from  the  record  the  facts, 
bearing  on  an  alleged  violation  of  law,  that 
may  directly  afiect  the  integrity  of  the 
entry 273 

Acts  in  compliance  with  law  performed 
by  an  entryman  after  the  initiation  of  a,  and 
prior  to  the  service  of  notice  thereof,  can 
not  be  accepted  as  curing  a  prior  default  on 
the  part  of  the  entryman,  if  said  acts  were 
induced  by  knowledge  of  the  impending 
contest 44 

Should  be  dinmissed  if  not  diligently 
prosecuted  to  trial  and  j udgment 8 

Desert  Land. 

A  charge  of  non-reclamation,  within  the 
statutory  period,  should  not  be  entcrtaiue<l 
against  a  desert  land  bntry,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  land  has  been  reclaimed  prior 
to  the  initiation  of  the  oontent 303 

Against  a  desert  land  entry  on  the  ground 
of  non-reclamation  is  premature,  if  the  en- 
try in  question  was  at  one  time  suspended, 
and  the  statutory  life  of  the  entry  lias  not 
expired  exclusive  of  the  i>erlod  of  suspen- 
sion  533 

The  actsxof  July  26, 1804,  and  August  4, 
1894,  extending  the  time  for  the  submission 
of  final  proof  on  desert  land  entries,  are  ap- 
plicable to  an  entry  made  under  the  act  of 
1877,  in  default  as  to  final  proof  at  the  pas- 
sage of  said  acts;  and  an  entry  occupying 
such  status  is  not  thereafter  subject  to 
attack  for  non-compliance  with  law,  until 
after  the  expiration  of  the  extended  period 
provided  for  in  said  acta 160 

Homestead. 

On  a  charge  of  prior  settlement  sgainst  a 
homestead  entry  the,  must  fail  if  the  fact 
of  actual  priority  is  not  shown  by  a  prepon- 
dmanoflof  the  evidence 273 
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Against  a  homestead  entry,  on  the  ground 
of  priority  of  settlement,  must  fail  if  it  ap- 
pears that  the  contestant's  alleged  acts  of 
settlement  were  not  followed  up  by  the 
establishment  and  maintenance  of  resi- 
dence   103,279,829 

In  a,  baaed  upon  alleged  priority  of  set- 
tlement, it  is  not  essential  that  the  affidavit 
of,  should  set  forth  that  the  contestant  baa 
established  residence  on  the  land  if,  at  such 
time,  residence  on  his  part  is  not  necessary.  880 

In  determining  whether  the  heir  of  a 
homesteader  has  shown  due  compUanoe 
with  law  in  the  matter  of  cultivation  and 
improvement  of  the  land,  the  means  at  the 
command  of  such  heir,  his  good  faith,  and 
the  fact  that  snch  compliance  with  law  had 
been  resumed  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the 
contest,  are  all  entitled  to  receive  due  con- 
sideration  544 

A  successful,  against  a  homestead  entry, 
embracing  land  covered  by  a  prior  pre-emp- 
tion filing,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  a 
minor  claimant  under  the  pre-emption  filing 
to  perfect  his  entry  if,  prior  to  the  ooncln* 
sion  of  said  contest,  application  is  made  to 
complete  the  pre-emption  claim,  and  it  ap- 
pears that  the  contestant  had  not  made  set- 
tlement on  the  land  at  such  time  and  was 
aware,  at  the  time  of  initiating  his  contest, 
of  the  fact  that  the  minor,  with  his  guardian, 
was  residing  upon  and  claiming  the  land. . .  884 
Prk-emptiox. 

Against  a  pre-emption  entry  aa  to  part  of 
the  land  covered  thereby  on  the  ground  of  a 
prior  settlement  right  and  failure  of  the 
pre-emptor  to  comply 'with  law,  is  barred  if 
the  entry  is  within  the  confirmatory  pro- 
visions of  the  proviso  to  section  7,  act  of 
March  3, 1891 14 

Timber  Culture. 

An  entry  will  not  be  canceled  on  a 
charge  that  the  land  is  not  devoid  of  a  nat- 
ural growth  of  timber  if,  at  the  time  when 
made,  it  was  in  due  accordance  with  the 
rulings  of  the  Department  as  to  the  charac- 
ter of  land  sul^ect  to  such  appropriation. .    65 

During  the  pendency  of  a,  the  entryman 
is  not  excused  trom  compliance  with  the 
law;  and  npon  the  death  of  the  entryman 
the  law  casts  upon  his  heirs  the  bunlen  of 
showing  due  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
the  statute 65 

A  charge  of  abandonment  will  not  lie 
against  an  entry  under  which  theie  has 
been  full  compliance  with  law  for  the  stat- 
utory period 155 

A  charge  of  failure  to  submit  final  proof 
within  the  statutory  period  will  nol  defeat 
equitable  action  on  the  entry  if  such  fail- 
are  is  satisfactorily  explained 601 

Contestaot. 

See  Oontetf. 

A  successful  contest  against  a  scrip  loca- 
tion entitles  the,  to  a  preferred  right  of 
entry • 93 
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As  between  two,  attacking  the  same  en- 
try, tbe  preferred  right  of  entry  should  be 
accorded  tho  first,  thongh  the  Judgment  of 
cancelUtion  maj"  have  been  rendered  on  evi- 
dence submitted  by  the  second,  if  the  same 
Judgment  is  warranted  by  the  evidence  ad- 
duced under  the  prior  contest 143 

The  preferred  right  of  a  successful,  can 
not  be  defeated  by  ifae  prior  settlement  of  a 
third  pu*ty  who  fails  to  aasert  his  claim  in 
the  contest  proceedings 280 

The  right  of  a  successful,  to  exercise  the 
preferred  right  of  entry  accorded  by  the  act 
of  May  14. 1880,  must  be  determined  by  his 
qualification  to  maku  such  entry  at  the  time 
he  applies  therefor,  irrespective  of  his 
qualifications  prior  thereto 311 

Where  a  relinquishment  is  filed  during  the 
pendency  of  a  contest,  on  which  notice  has 
not  issued  and  a  third  party  is  allowed  to 
enter  tbe  land  involved,  the  burden  is  upon 
the,  to  show  that  the  charge,  as  laid  in  said 
contest,  is  well  founded 359 

A  successful,  will  not  bo  held  to  have  lost 
his  preferred  right  of  entry  by  failure  to 
exorcise  the  same  within  tho  statutory 
period,  where  his  action  is  based  on  the  ad- 
vice of  the  local  office  as  to  the  dex^art- 
mental  practice  then  in  force 377 

The  preferred  right  of  a,  should  not  be 
considered  until  such  right  is  assorted  by 
an  application  to  make  entry  thoreundor. . .  480 

Costs. 

See  Praetiee, 

Desert  liand. 

See  £ntry. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  State  statute 
accepting  the  t«rms  of  the  desert-land  act 
of  August  18, 1804,  a  contract  on  behalf  of 
the  State,  with  tbe  United  States,  executed 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Arid  Lands  for  said 
State,  is  not  valid  if  not  approved  by  the 
governor  and  attorney -general  of  said  State 
(Wash.) _..    33 

Price  of,  see  Public  Land, 

Entry^. 

Dksert  Land. 

On  tho  revocation  of  an  order  suspending 
a,  time  will  not  begin  to  run  as  agaiust  tbe 
entryroan  until  due  service  of  notice  upon 
him  of  such  revocation 323 

On  the  revocation  of  an  order  suspending 
a,  time  does  not  begin  to  run  against  tho 
entry  man  until  he  is  properly  served  with 
a  definite  notice  of  such  revocation 383 

A  mortgagee  who  secures  the  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  covering  land  emliraced 
within  a,  prior  to  tho  time  whou  final  proof 
is  due  on  said  entry,  may  be  regarded  as  an 
assignee  thereof,  and  entitled  to  submit 
final  proof 875 

An  assignment  of  a,  to  one  disqualified  to 
acquire  title  under  the  dcAort  land  law,  does 
not  render  the,  fraudulent,  but  leaves  the 
title  thereunder  still  in  the  ontryman 323  | 
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Homestead. 

Under  which  the  entrjman  who  had  de- 
clare<l  his  intention  of  becoming  a  citizen, 
but  had  not  been  a«lmitted  to  ciiiaenship  at 
the  time  of  submitting  final  proof,  may  be 
equitably  confirmed  for  the  benefit  of  tbe 
heirs,  and  patent  issue  in  their  names, 
where  tho  entryuiau  dies  with  his  entry 
occupying  such  status,  and  a  naturalised 
heir  thereafter  snbmitH  final  proof 1 

Right  of  a  person  who  is  living  on  land 
under  the  mistaken  lielief  that  his  title 
thereto  is  complete,  to  enter  said  tract,  on 
the  relinquishment  of  a  record  entry  thereof, 
is  superior  to  and  will  defeat  an  intervening 
adverse  entry  made  with  knowledge  of  the 
settler's  claim 135 

A  settler  who  makes  entry  for  part  of  the 
land  covered  by  his  settlement  claim,  and 
contests  a  prior  entry  covering  the  remain- 
der, may  bo  permitted  to  amend  his  first 
entry,  so  as  to  include  the  whole  of  his 
original  claim,  on  the  successful  termina- 
tion of  his  contest 276 

The  right  of  a  settler  to  amend,  ao  that  it 
shall  correspond  with  his  settlement,  where 
by  mistake  ho  lias  misdeseribed  tho  land,  is 
not  defeated  by  an  intervening  adverse 
claim,  if  the  applicant  for  the  right  of 
amendment  shows  priority  of  settlement, 
due  compliance  with  law,  and  does  not  ap- 
pear by  any  act  of  his  own  to  have  misled 
the  adverse  claimant 526 

Section  2,  act  of  March  2,  1880,  provides 
for  the  allowance  of  a  second  homestead 
entry  in  any  case  in  which  the  appellant, 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute,  made 
entry  under  the  homestead  law,  but  has  not 
perfected  title  thereunder,  either  before  or 
since  that  time 82,311 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of 
March  2,  18S0,  a  second  homestead  entry 
may  be  allowed,  where  the  first  was  made 
prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act<,  but  was 
afterwards  canc^ded  for  failure  to  make 
final  proot  within  the  statutory  period 475 

The  right  vo  make  a  socond  homestead, 
may  be  properly  recognised  where  the  first, 
in  good  faith,  was  abandoned  on  account  of 
poison  ivy  growing  on  the  land,  and  the 
claimant's  susceptibility  to  poisoning  there- 
from   133 

Timber  Culture. 

Allowed  under  rulings  in  force  as  to  land 
* '  devoid  of  timber ' '  should  be  protected ...    65 

May  be  equitably  confirmed  on  proof  sub- 
mitted after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory 
period,  notwithstanding  an  intervening  con- 
test charging  failure  to  make  such  proof  in 
time,  if  such  failure  \b  satisfactorily  ex- 
plained   501 

Equitable  Adjudication. 

See  Entry:  Final  Vroaf. 
Is  confiued  to  entries  so  far  complete  in 
theuisolves  that  when  the  defects  on  which 
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they  are   submitted   have  been  eqaitably 

eared,  they  paae  atonce  to  patent 2 

Kule  33  cited  and  applied 503 

Evidence. 

Rule  28  of  practice  requires  an  officer 
taking  a  deposition  to  read  over  to  the  wit- 
ness the  whole  of  the  deposition,  questions 
and  answers,  but  makes  no  provision  that 
the  fact  of  such  reading  should  appear 
either  in  the  body  of  the  deposition  or  the 
certificate  of  the  officer.  In  all  cases,  how- 
ever, it  would  be  better  practice  that  such 
officer  should  certify  that  he  read  over 
to  the  witness  the  deposition  before  it  was 
signed  or  sworn  to 143 

On  the  issuance  of  a  commission  to  take 
depositions  both  of  the  local  officers  should 
sign  the  same,  but  the  absence  of  the  signa- 
ture of  one  of  said  officers  from  such  com- 
mission will  not  defeat  the  consideration  of 
the  testimony  taken  thereunder,  where  no 
objection  to  its  admission  is  made  at  tlie 
proper  time 438 

The  appointment  of  a  commissioner  to 
take  testimony,  under  rule  35  of  practice,  is 
discretionary  with  the  local  officers,  and 
their  action  under  said  rule  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed except  upon  full  proof  that  they 
have  abused  their  discretion 406 

The  irregularity  of  order  in  which  a  partj' 
may  be  permitted  to  introduce  his  testi- 
mony will  not  be  held  reversible  error  where 
such  procedure  Is  not  prejudicial  to  the 
rights  of  the  adverse  party,  and  is  deemed 
necessary  to  the  ascertainment  of  the  rela- 
tive rlghU  of  both  parties  380 

An  affidavit  made  to  supply  certain  si- 
leged  omissions  of  matter  from  the  record, 
which  should  appear  therein,  if  it  exists  in 
fact,  will  not  be  stricken  from  the  files,  on 
motion  therefor,  if  the  facts  as  alleged  in 
said  affidavit  are  not  denied 420 

In  proceedings  where  the  character  of  the 
land  involved  is  in  issue,  and  the  evidence 
submitted  by  the  parties  is  unsatisfactory, 
and  the  Secretary,  on  his  own  motion,  with 
due  notice  to  the  parties,  directs  a  mineral 
expert  to  examine  the  land,  and  testify  as  to 
the  result  of  such  investigation,  with  oppor- 
tunity given  for  cross-examination,  and  no 
objection  is  made  to  such  direction  of  the 
Secretary  until  after  its  full  execution,  but 
acquiescence  therein  is  Indicated,  the  testi- 
mony of  such  expert,  so  given,  may  be  prop- 
erly considered  together  with  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case 167 

The  fact  that  a  party  litigant  pays  the 
expenses  of  a  witness,  and  for  the  loss  of 
his  time  in  attending  the  trial,  does  not 
necessarily  indicate  fraud  or  moral  turpi- 
tode 506 

Where  the  record  recites  the  fact  that  the 
witnesses  were  duly  sworn,  and  the  testi- 
mony t«ken  is  signed  by  each  of  the  wit- 
nesses, the  absence  of  the  officer's  signature 
to  the  Jurats  is  not  ground  for  a  new  trial. .  438 
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An  objection  to  testimony  on  the  ground 

of  variance  between  the  charge  as  laid  in 

the  affidavit  of  contest  and  that  set  forth 

'    in  the  notice  of  the  hearing,  comes  too  late 

when  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal 52 

Not  newl}'  discovered,  conies  too  late 
when  offered  for  the  first  time  on  motion 
for  review 533 

Fees. 

Where  final  proof  is  taken  before  some 
other  officer  than  register  or  receiver,  under 
amended  rule  68,  such  officers  are  entitled  to 
no,  until  action  on  the  final  proof 285 

The  second  clause  of  section  2238,  R.  S., 
providing  a  fee  to  the  register  and  receiver 
of  one  per  cent  on  moneys  received  is  ap- 
plicable only  to  moneys  received  at  cash 
sales  of  lands,  and  does  not  tnclude  money 
paid  on  account  of  timber  depredations 370 

The  eighth  clause  of  section  2238,  It  S., 
fixing  a  fee  of  five  dollars  to  the  register 
and  receiver  for  superintending  public  land 
sales,  does  not  authorize  the  ooUection  of 
such  fee  on  the  sale  of  an  isolated  tract. . . .  870 

Filinii:. 

See  Pre-emption, 

Final  Proof. 

In  the  case  of,  taken  during  the  pendency 
of  a  contest,  under  rule  53  of  practice,  the 
local  office  has  no  Jurisdiction  except  to  file 
said  proof  for  action  when  the  contest  is 
fi  nally  closed 285 

Tlie  sufficiency  of,  taken  under  rule  53,  or 
the  right  of  the  entryman  to  withdraw  the 
same,  should  not  be  considered  until  final 
disposition  of  the  landing  contest 285 

Desekt  Land. 

A  mortgagee  who  secures  the  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  covering  land  embraced 
within  a  desert  land  entry,  prior  to  the  time 
when,  is  due  on  said  entry,  may  be  reganied 
as  an  assignee  thereof,  and  entitled  to  sub- 
mit  875 

HOMESTKAD. 

The  failure  of  a  homesteader  to  submit, 
under  an  expired  entry,  within  the  time 
fixed  therefor  by  an  order  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  will  not  preclude  equitable 
action  on  said  entry  where  the  proof  la 
subsequently  submitted  and  no  adverse 
claim  exists 847 

Pre-emption. 

Failure  to  submit  pre-emption,  and  make 
payment  for  the  land,  within  the  statutory 
life  of  a  filing  on  unoflered  land,  does  not 
defeat  all  rights  under  the  filing,  but  sub- 
jects the  claim  to  any  legal  settlement  claim 
that  may  intervene 384 

As  between  a  pre  emptor  in  default  as  to, 
and  a  homestead  claimant  for  the  same  land, 
who  is  also  in  default,  in  the  matter  of  set- 
tlement and  residence,  the  superior  right  Is 
with  the  one  who  first  takes  steps  to  cure 
his  default 884 
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TiMBBR  CULTURB. 

Failure  to  submit,  on  a  timber  onltare 
entry,  within  the  statutory  perio<l,  is  no  bar 
to  the  eqaitablo  coRfirmation  of  the  entry, 
if  the  delay  is  satisfactorily  ezpUinod ;  and 
such  right  is  not  defeated  by  an  intervening 
contest  based  only  on  the  default  of  the 
entryman  in  the  matter  of  making  final 
proof 501 

Forest  Fires. 

Public  notioe  concerning,  July  28,  19Sn, 
under  tbe  act  of  February  24, 1897 73 

Forest  JLands* 

See  Jteaervation. 

Homestead. 

See  Oontest;  Entry;  OJOahoma  Lands. 

Generally. 

A  homesteader  will  not  be  held  to  be  dis- 
qualified by  reason  of  the  ownership  of  more 
than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  where  it 
appears  that  the  alleged  excess  was  held 
under  a  pre-emption  entry  that  has  been 
subsequently  canceled 343 

A  married  woman  who  is  not  entitled  to 
acquire  a  domicile  of  her  own,  separate  and  • 
apart  from  that  of  her  husband,  is  not  qual- 
ified to  exercise  tbe  homestead  right 129 

Where  a  homesteader  dies  prior  to  tbe 
completion  of  his  entry  there  is  no  author- 
ity for  the  perfection  thereof  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors 453 

To  Justify  the  allowance  of  a  homestead 
entry  of  land  made  valuable  by  the  money 
and  labor  of  a  prior  adverse  settler,  who  is 
in  default  in  the  matter  of  filing  applica- 
tion, it  should  clearly  appear  that  the  sub- 
sequent claimant  is  acting  in  entire  good 
faith 476 

Where  a  deserted  wife  has  submitted  final 
proof  on  her  husband's  honiostoad  entry, 
and  by  departmental  decision  is  required 
to  submit  new  proof,  but  docs  not  do  so,  and 
the  record  does  not  show  that  she  was  noti- 
fied of  such  requirement,  the  entry  cannot 
thereafter  bo  properly  canceled  for  failure 
to  submit  final  proof  within  the  statutory 
period,  except  after  due  notice  to  the  wife. .  402 

An  entry  must  be  canceled  where  it  is 
duly  shown,  after  the  expiration  of  the  stat- 
utory life  of  the  entry,  that  the  entryman 
died  prior  to  the  completion  of  his  entry, 
and  that  there  are  no  heirs  of  the  entryman 
who  are  entitled  to  perfect  said  claim 453 

Additional. 

The  right  to  make  entry  under  section  tt, 
act  of  March  2, 1889,  extends  to  cases  where 
the  original  entry  was  made  either  before 
or  after  the  passage  of  said  act,  if  the  appli- 
cant is  otherwise  within  the  terms  of  said 
section 113 

A  purchase  by  a  homestead  entryman 
under  the  act  of  Juno  13,  1880,  of  the  land 
covered  by  his  entry  (eighty  acres),  is  such 


a  oompliance  with  the  conditiona  of  the 
homestead  laws  as  will  en  title  him  to  Um 
exerciae  of  the  additional  right  conferral  by 
section  6,  act  of  March  2,  1889 3J7 

Act  op  Junk  15, 1880. 

Purchase  under  the  act  held  to  be  a  "com- 
pliance "  with  the  homostead  laws 357 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  2,  is 
limited  to  entries  made  prior  to  the  passage 
of  said  act 453 

Soldiers. 

Tbe  validity  of  a,  regularly  made  on  be- 
half of  a  minor  by  his  curator,  ia  not  tf- 
fected  by  the  unanthoriised  agreement  of 
said  onrator  to  convey  the  title,  when  so- 
quired,  to  another  person ao? 

The  oulUvation  and  improvement  of  the 
land  procured  by  the  curator  of  a  minor 
may  be  deemed  a  sulfioient  compliance  with 
the  law  as  construed  by  the  oircular  regula- 
tions then  in  force 207 

Soldier's  Additional. 

The  right  of  an  alleged  assignee  of  a  sol- 
dier's right  to  a  certification  of  said  right 
cannot  be  recognized  where  the  Depart- 
ment, without  notice  of  said  assignment, 
has  allowed  the  soldier  to  make  an  addi- 
tional entxy  in  person ac5 

An  application  for  the  certiflcatinn  of  a 
soldier's  right,  made  on  behalf  of  a  pur- 
chaser of  said  right,  cannot  be  allowed 
where  the  additional  right  of  the  soldier  has 
been  exercised,  through  an  entry  made  in 
the  name  of  the  soldier's  widow,  such  entry 
being  allowed  by  the  Land  Deparimcnt 
without  notice  of  the  prior  aale  of  tbe  addi- 
tional right 119 

See Railroeid Chrant ;  SehoolLand, 

Indian  liands. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1803,  providing  for 
the  issuance  of  patents  to  the  Stockbridge 
and  Munsee  Indians,  under  allotments  se- 
lected in  accordance  with  the  treaty  of  1856, 
where  said  Indiana  had  remained  in  possea- 
sion  under  said  allotments,  did  not  contem- 
plate the  issuance  of  patents  for  lands  that 
had  prior  thereto  passed  to  the  State  under 
theswamp  grant 17 

A  honuwtead  setUer  on  lands  within  tbe 
Klamath  River  Indian  Reservation  prior  to 
the  act  of  June  17,  1802,  opening  U*  entry 
said  lands,  may  be  allowed  the  right  of  pur- 
chase provided  for  in  said  act,  in  the  absence 
of  any  intervening  adverse  claim,  though 
his  a])pIication  for  such  privilege  is  cot  filed 
within  tbe  statutory  period <U 

Under  an  order  reserving  a  tract  of  land  for 
the  benefit  of  an  Indian,  with  a  view  to  his 
subsequent  entry  thereof,  there  ia  no  right 
conferred  upon  the  Indian  by  which  his 
relinquishment  will  serve  to  release  the  land 
from  reservation 6S 
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In  makinfi:  aHotmente  to  the  UnGompahgre 
Utes,  as  directed  by  the  act  of  June  7, 1897, 
the  special  legislation  with  respect  thereto, 
as  contained  in  the  acta  of  June  15, 1880, 
Aagust  15, 1894,  and  Jnne  7, 1897,  must  gov- 
ern, instead  of  the  provisions  of  the  general 
allotment  act,  giving  controlling  effect  to 
the  later  of  said  special  acts  where  there  is 
any  difference  in  their  provisions 07 

The  UnooroiMihgreB  are  required  to  pay  for 
their  allotments  in  Utah  one  dollar  and 
twenty-fire  cents  per  aero  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds arising  ti^m  the  sale  of  their  reserva- 
tion in  Colorado 97 

The  delay  of  a  party  in  perfecting  title 
under  an  Osage  filing,  and  the  intervention 
of  an  adverse  claim,  will  notdefeat  the  right 
of  such  party,  where  said  delay  appears  to 
have  been  caused  by  the  loss  in  transmis- 
sion of  an  appeal  affecting  another  tract  in- 
cluded in  the  same  filing,  and  the  interven- 
ing claimant  fails  to  show  due  compliance 
with  law  on  his  own  part 162 

A  purchaser  from  a  Shawnee  grantor  un- 
der a  deed  approved  by  the  Department, 
without  restriction  or  condition,  takes  the 
title  clear  of  all  conditions -.  252 

Bed  Lake  agricultural  lands  subject  to 
homeetead  entry  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  14,  1889,  may  be  taken  by 
persons  entitled  to  make  entry  under  the 
act  of  Jnne  3, 189fi,  but  entries  so  made  of 
such  lands  cannot  be  commuted 258 

The  act  of  Jnne  5, 1872,  in  providing  for 
the  survey  and  disposition  of  fifteen  town- 
ships "  above  the  Lo  1m  Fork ' '  contemplated 
entire  townships  irrespective  of  the  time 
when  said  survey  might  be  made,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part ,...  266 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  February 
11 ,  1874,  in  ex  ten  ding  the  benefit  of  the  home- 
stead act  to  such  settlers  within  snid  fifteen 
townships  "as  may  desire  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  same,"  does  not  operate  to  repeal 
the  general  provisions  for  the  disposition  of 
said  lands  made  by  the  act  of  J  une  5, 1872. .  266 

The  time  allowed  to  settlers  on  Bitter  Root 
Valley  lands,  whose  settlement  is  made  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  1872,  to  perfect 
title  under  said  act,  and  the  amendatory 
act  of  1874,  begins  to  run  from  the  date  of 
settlement 266 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  10,  act  oi 
March  3,  1891,  with  respect  to  the  disposal 
of  Indian  lands,  the  general  repeal  of  the 
pre-emption  law,  by  section  4  of  said  act, 
does  not  affect  the  disposition  of  Bitter  Boot 
Valley  lands  under  the  acts  of  1872  and  1874 .  266 

Cherokee  citiMns  of  Delaware  blood  are 
entitled  to  the  same  quantity  of  land  in 
allotment  as  are  those  of  Cherokee  blood, 
with  the  proviso  that  if  it  be  found  there  is 
not  sufficient  land  to  give  each  member  of 
the  nation  as  much  as  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres  in  allotment,  then  the  registered  Del- 
ftwarea  shall  first  be  given  the  full  quantity 


Pai?e. 
of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  the  remain- 
der of  the  land  to  be  divided  equity  among 
the  other  members  of  the  nation 297 

Under  the  special  provisions  made  in  the 
act  of  June  7,  1897,  the  Sisseton  and  Wah- 
poton  Indians  may  lease  their  aUotted  lands 
for  farming  and  grazing  purposes  without 
the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior; but  leases  of  land  executed  by  said 
Indians  for  mining  or  business  purposes 
remain  under  the  general  rule,  and  require 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary 364 

The  act  of  February  28,  1801,  authorising 
Indians  who  are  occupying  lands  they 
*'have  bought  and  paid  for,"  but  that  are 
not  needed  for  farming  or  agricultural  pur- 
poses, and  are  not  desired  for  individual 
allotments,  to  lease  such  lands,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, includes  within  its  intendment  the 
Indians  on  the  Uintah  lieservation  who  sur- 
rendered valuable  rights  to  secure  a  perma- 
nent home  on  said  reservation,  and  may 
therefore  be  properly  regarded  as  having 
*'  bought  and  paid  for  "  said  lands 408 

The  provision  in  the  act  of  March  3, 1893, 
that  the  United  States  district  attorney 
shall  represent  *' allotted  Indians"  in  all 
suits  at  law  or  in  equity,  can  only  be  appli- 
cable where  the  United  States  retains  and 
exercises  control  over  the  allotted  lands,  or 
where  the  individual  still  maintains  his 
tribal  relation,  and  therefore  remains  under 
the  care  and  protection  of  the  Government.  426 

To  correct  a  misdescription  of  lands  in  a 
trust  patent  issued  for  Indian  lands,  or 
under  other  circumstances  where  the  best 
interests  of  the  Indian  require  such  action, 
the  patentee  may  be  permitted  to  surrender 
the  patent,  relinquish  the  lands  covered 
thereby,  and  make  a  selection  in  lieu  thereof, 
on  due  showing  of  a  meritorious  case 442 

A  homestead  entry  of  Millo  Lao  lands 
made  during  the  period  specified  in  the  joint 
resolution  of  December  19,  1893,  is  by  such 
resolution  confirmed,  subject  only  to  due 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  gen- 
eral homestead  law,  and  to  such  payments 
as  may  be  required  thereunder 455 

Instructions  and  Circulars. 

See  Tables  </,  pagea  zix  and  zx. 

Island. 

See  Survey. 

Isolated  Tract. 

The  status  of  a  tract,  as  public  land,  is 
not  affected  by  an  application  for  an  order 
for  its  sale  as  an,  under  section  2455  R.  S., 
prior  to  favorable  action  on  such  applica- 
tion   146 

An  en  try  allowed  by  mistake,  of  land  not 
subject  thereto,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  dis- 
position of  such  land,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  first  proviso  to  section  2455  R.  S.,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  February  26, 1806. . .  159 
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See  OanceUaiion, 


Jurisdiction. 

The  Sooretary  of  the  Interior  shonld  not 
take  action,  under  his  supervisory  author- 
ity, on  the  application  of  parties  that  have 
had  full  opportunity  (o  protect  their  righto 
under  the  statutes  and  regulations 216 

The  Land  Department  may  on  ito  own 
motion,  for  the  protection  of  apparent  equi- 
ties, and  after  due  notice  to  all  parties, 
reopen  an  adjudicated  case  for  further  con- 
sideration, where  the  land  involved  appears 
vacant  on  the  records 499 

Land  Deparlment. 

A  blacksmith  hlr^d  to  work  at  his  trade 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  on 
an  Indian  school  reservation  is  not,  by  such 
employment,  disqualified  under  section  i52 
£.Sm  to  enter  public  lands 834 

mill  Site. 

See  Mining  OkMn. 

mincrai  JLand. 

Mining  circular  of  December  15, 1897 561 

Whatever  is  recognised  as  a  mineral  by 
the  standard  authorities,  whether  of  me- 
tallic or  other  substances,  when  found  in 
the  public  lands,  in  quantity  and  quality 
sufficient  to  render  the  land  more  valuable 
on  account  thereof  than  for  agricultural 
purposes,  roust  be  treated  as  coming  within 
the  purview  of  the  mining  laws 233, 349, 351 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  234.'>  R.  S., 
mineral  lands  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  may 
be  taken  under  the  pre-emption  law 157 

If  the  presumptive  mineral  character  of 
land  is  based  upon  the  exploration  of  only 
one  portion  thereof,  the  burden  assumed 
by  one  who  alleges  the  agricultural  char- 
acter of  such  land  is  sustained  by  evidence 
of  exploration  on  the  same  portion,  suffi- 
cient to  demonstrate  the  fact  of  its  non-min- 
eral character,  and  thereby  overcome  the 
effect  of  the  alleged  prior  exploration  and 
discovery 167 

Testimony  of  mineral  expert,  who  exam- 
ines the  land  under  direction  of  the  Secro- 
tary,  may  be  considered  with  other  evidence, 
where  no  objection  Is  made  to  such  direction 
until  after  ito  execution 167 

A  final  mineral  return  by  the  commis- 
sioners appointed  under  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary 26,  1895,  operates  to  except  the  lauds  so 
classified  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific,  but  does  not  prevent  such  disposi- 
tion of  said  lands  as  may  be  proper,  on  a 
subsequent  showing  as  to  their  character; 
the  classification  being  treated  as  of  the  same 
effect  as  a  mineral  return  by  the  govern- 
ment surveyor 446 

A  determination  that  a  tract  of  land  is 
mineral  in  character  will  not  prevent  a  sub- 
sequent hearing,  involving  the  same  ques- 
tion, Where  a  change  in  the  character  of 


the  land  is  alleged,  but  the  showing  in  each 
a  case  must  be  dear  and  convincing  to  war- 
rant such  a  hearing 505 

A  departmental  determination  that  a  tract 
of  land  is  non-mineral  in  character,  based 
principally  upon  Uie  ascertainment  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  tract  in  dispute,  will  not 
preclude  the  Land  Bepartaient  in  a  subse- 
quent suit,  resting  on  alleged  discoveries 
made  aiUsr  the  hearing  in  the  former  case, 
fh>m  considering  anew  the  question  of 
boundaries,  and  rendering  judgment  as  to 
the  character  of  the  land  it  accnniance 
with  the  facts  so  disclosed 514 

The  fact  that  no  one  is  claiming  a  tract  of 
land  under  the  coal  land  law,  that  is  shown 
to  be  principally  valuable  on  account  of 
coal,  will  not  justify  the  Land  Department 
in  the  allowance  of  a  homestead  entry  there- 
for  514 

Minini^  Claim. 

Mining  circular  of  December  1 5, 1 897 561 

Lands  valuable  only  on  aci*ount  of  the 
marble  deposit  contoinod  therein  are  sub- 
ject to  placer  entry  under  the  mining  laws.  233 

Land  chiefly  valuable  fur  its  depottits  of 
fire  clay  is  subject  to  location  and  entry 
under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  i^tates.  349 

Lands  chiefly  valuable  on  account  of  the 
petroleum  deposits  contained  therein  are  of 
the  charactor  subject  to  entry  under  the 
mining  laws 3S1 

A  location  duly  made  excepts  the  land 
iVom  the  operation  of  a  statutory'  order  of 
withdrawal  for  a  forest  reservation 48 

The  survey  of  a,  is  not  vitiated  by  the  fact 
that  the  connecting  line  with  tiu*  public  sur- 
vey is  more  than  two  miles  in  length,  whoro 
each  comer  of  said  claim  is  connect«)d,by 
the  survey  in  question,  with  oUier  claims 
that  have  been  officially  surveyed 363 

A  misstatement  in  the  published  notice  of 
an  application  for  a  placer  patont^  as  to  the 
mining  district  in  which  the  land  is  situated, 
is  not  fatal  to  the  notice,  where  the  land  is 
accurately  described  by  legal  sub-divisions, 
and  otherwise  identified 25 

The  fact  that  the  expiration  of  the  period 
of  publication  is  erroneously  stated  in  a 
footnote  appended  to  the  published  notice 
of  application  for  a  mineral  patent  will  not 
excuse  an  adverse  claimant  from  filing  his 
adverse  within  the  period  fixed  by  the  stat- 
ute   550 

The  proof  as  to  expenditure  shonld  so 
itemise  the  improvomento  that  it  can  bo 
ascertained  therefrom  what  proportion  of 
the  sum  expended  is  included  in  each  item.    25 

The  stotutory  requirement,  that  proof  of 
expenditure  to  the  amount  of  flvo  hundred 
dollars  shall  be  filed  during  the  period  of 
publication  is  directory  only,  not  manda- 
tory, as  to  the  time  when  such  proof  shall 
be  made;  and  proof,  therefore,  filed  after 
the  expiration  of  said  period,  showing  aoch 
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exi>enditare  made  in  due  time,  may  be  prop- 
erly considered 650 

The  adverse  proceodin/;  contemplated  by 
the  mining  law  is  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  right  of  poesession  ae  between 
conflicting  claims,  and  does  not  include  a 
suit  in  the  courts  to  settle  a  question  as  to 
the  character  of  the  land 7 

If,  after  a  mineral  entry  has  been  allowed, 
the  entr3'man  finds  it  necessary  to  maintain 
an  adverse  snit  against  a  conflicting  claim, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  government  to 
take  notice  of  the  result  of  such  action,  and 
act  accordingly 262 

The  issue  raised  is  solely  between  the 
government  and  the  en  try  man,  in  case  of  a 
hearing  on  a  protest  against  a  mineral  en- 
try, in  which  no  interest  in  the  land  involved 
is  alleged  or  shown  on  the  part  of  protes- 
tant,  prior  to  the  application  for  patent ....    24 

A  protestant  against  a  mineral  applica- 
tion, who  fails  to  file  his  protest  within  the 
statutory  period,  will  not  be  heard  to  say 
that  he  had  no  notice  of  said  application, 
where  due  notice  thereof,  as  required  by  the 
statute  and  regulations  thereunder,  has 
been  given 216 

The  patentee  of  a  placer  claim  is  under  no 
legal  obligation  to  institute  adverse  pro- 
ceedings against  a  subsequent  conflicting 
lode  claim.  The  lo<le  claimant  in  such  a  case 
has  the  burden  of  proof  upon  him  to  show 
that  there  was  a  vein  within  the  placer, 
known  to  exist,  at  the  time  of  the  placer 
application,  and  actual  knowledge  thereof 
mu8t  be  brought  home  to  the  placer  appli- 
cant  460 

A  protest  based  on  alleged  co-ownership 
is  not  an  adverse  claim  that  requires  the  in- 
stitution of  judicial  proceedings  in  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction ;  but  the  Land  De- 
partment may  await  the  result  of  proceed- 
ings 80  begun  in  such  a  case  before  giving 
further  consideration  to  the  protest 405 

If  the  protest  filed  against  a  mineral  appli- 
cation does  not  present  such  a  claim  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  it  should  not 
be  treated  as  an  adverse;  and  the  fact  that 
snit  thereon  has  been  commenced  in  the 
courts  will  not  require  the  Land  Depart- 
ment to  recognize  the  claim  as  an  Adverse 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law 405 

The  continuity  of  po»seRflion  nnder  a,  is 
not  disturbed  by  an  attempted  relocation 
made  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  statutory 
grourd  therefor 447 

A  townsite  patent  that  in  terms  provides 
that  "no  title  shall  be  hereby  acquired  to 
any  mine  ....  or  to  any  valid  mining 
claim  or  possession  held  under  existing  laws 
of  Congress"  does  not  divest  the  Depart- 
ment of  jurisdiction  to  subsequently  issue  a 
patent  for  a  lode  claim  within  the  limits 
covered  by  said  townsite  patent,  if  at  the 
date  of  the  townsite  entry  such  lode  claim 
was  known  to  exist 518  | 
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Under  the  mining  laws  of  the  ITnited 
States  but  one  discovery  of  mineral  is  re- 
quired to  support  a  placer  location,  whether 
it  he  of  twenty  acres,  by  one  individual,  or 
of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  or  less,  by 
an  association  of  persona 351 

The  fact  that  lode  claims  have  been  lo- 
cated on  a  tract  of  land,  and  subaeqnently 
abandoned,  can  not  afiect  the  good  faith  of 
a  placer  applicant  for  the  same  land 24 

In  the  case  of  a  placer  claim  upon  sur- 
veyed land,  conforming  to  legal  subdivi- 
sions, the  proof  of  the  requisite  expenditure 
may  be  made  otherwise  than  by  certificate 
of  the  United  States  surveyor-general 550 

Mill  Site. 

On  Application  for  a,  in  connection  with  a 
lode  claim,  the  notice  and  plat  should  be 
posted  on  the  mill  site  for  the  statutory 
period 165 

jyiission  JLands. 

The  confirmation  of  title  to,  under  the 
-  act  of  March  2, 1853,  is  limited  to  the  lands 
actually  used  and  occupied  in  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  mission  at  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  the  act;  but  in  determining  the 
extent  of  such  occupancy  the  apparent 
necessities  of  the  mission  at  said  date  may 
be  considered,  in  the  absence  of  i>ositive 
evidence  as  to  the  actual  boundaries  of  the 
land  so  used  and  occupied 817 

Naturalization* 

A  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a 
citizen  is  not  invalid  because  made  before 
a  deputy  clerk  of  a  court  of  record,  if  such 
deputy  was  acting  for  and  in  the  name  of 
theclerkof  said  court 420 

A  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a 
citizen  filed  by  a  settler  relates  back  to  the 
date  of  his  settlement  in  the  absence  of  any 
intervening  adverse  claim 420 

Notice. 

See  Practice, 

Oklahoma  Lands. 

The  period  of  inhibition  against  entering 
upon  lands  in  the  Cherokee  Outlet  dates 
from  the  proclamation  of  the  President 
announcing  the  time  when  said  lands  would 
be  opened  to  settlement 55,270 

Tbe  prohibitory  provisions  of  the  statute 
opening  to  settlement  the  lands  known  as 
the  **  Cherokee  Outlet,"  and  the  President's 
proclamation  thereunder,  did  not  apply  to 
the  whole  of  said  Outlet,  but  only  to  such 
portion  thereof  as  should  be  declared  open 
to  settlement  under  said  proclamation,  and 
hence  are  not  applicable  to  Indian  reserva- 
tions within  said  Outlet  excluded  from 
settlement  but  adjacent  to  the  lands  opened 
nnder  said  proclamation 56 

The  regulations  with  respect  to  opening 
the  Cherokee  Outlet,  made  under  direction 
of  the  President  and  incorporated  in  his 
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Pago, 
proclamation,  pn)vi<1ed  for  an  entering 
strip  one  buiidretl  feet  in  width  around  and 
immediately  witbin  the  outer  boundaries  of 
the  entire^  tract  of  country  to  be  opened,  and 
can  not  be  abrogated  or  modifiod  by  the  act 

of  the  Secretary  of  tlie  Interior  alone 55 

The  fact  that  a  settler  on  lands  in  the 
Outlet  may  have  trespassed  upon  ad.iacent 
Indian  reservations  in  reaching  said  lands 
will  not  in  itself  disqualify  him  from  mak* 

inga  homestead 65 

A  settler  on  Oklahoma  lands  is  not  dis- 
qualified by  starting  into  the  race  from  the 
one   hnndred   foot  strip  on   the   Chilocco 

Indian  echoed  reeervatiou 285, 334 

Entering  the  Cherokee  Outlet,  on  the  day 
of  opening,  from  an  ad.)acont  Indian  reser- 

vation  docs  not  disqualify  the  settler 373 

A  settler  who  on  the  day  of  opening 
enters  the  Territory  prematurely,  with 
many  others,  through  a  misapprehension  as 
to  the  signal  given  for  entrance,  must  show, 
as  against  one  who  enters  at  the  proper 
time,  that  no  advantage  was  gained  by  snch 

premature  entry 341 

One  who  is  within  the  Outlet  at  the  date 
of  the  President's  proclamation,  occupying 
a  tract  of  leased  land  by  ihe  consent  of  the 
Indian  agent,  but  goes  outside  thereafter, 
and  there  remains  until  after  the  opening, 
is  not  disqualified  as  a  settler  if,  by  his 
former  presence  within  the  prohibited  ter- 
ritory, he  secured  no  advantage  over  others  380 

Presence  within  the  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa (on  railroad  track  adjacent  to  the 
land  claimed)  at  the  hour  of  opening  dis- 
qualifies a  settler  who  goes  upon  the  land 

at  snch  time 489 

The  prohibitive  provisions  in  the  act  of 
March  3,  1893,  with  respect  to  the  Cherokee 
strip,  were  enacted  at  a  time  wlien  the 
Bioiilar  provisions  in  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  were  liberally  construed  by  the  Depart- 
ment, and  when  the  question  of  "  advantage 
gained  "  by  presence  in  the  Territory  during 
the  prohibited  period  was  regarded  as  a 
proper  one  for  consideration  in  determi- 
nating  the  qualifications   of  a  settler  in 

Oklahoma 504 

Presence  within  the  Territory  during  the 
inhibited  period  does  not  oiierate  as  a  dis- 
qualification if  no  advantage  is  sought  or 
gained  thereby 273 

Osai^e  JLand. 

Soe  Indian  Landt. 

Patent. 

See  ToumtiU. 

May  issue  in  the  name  of  heirs  where  the 
entryman,  at  time  of  final  proof,  was  not 
admitted  to  citizenship  and  a  naturalized 
heir  thereafter  submits  final  proof.  The 
case  of  Joseph  Ellis,  21  L.D.,  377,  cited  and 
distinguished 1 

The  Department  has  no  Jurisdiction  over 
patented  lands,  not  even  to  direct  that  a         1 


Page, 
filing  therefor  be  received  and  held  to  await 
the  result  of  procee<ling8  already  institatcd 
to  vacate  the  patent M 

Payment. 

The  government  should  not  be  heard  U» 
RAy  that  the  payment  for  a  tract  uf  land 
under  the  pre-enipiion  law  was  prematurely 
made,  and  not  accepted  by  the  receiver  in 
his  oiGcial  capacity,  where  a  suit  is  after- 
wards brought  by  the  government  against 
said  receiver  for  the  recovery  of  paUIic 
moneys,  and  the  price  of  said  land  i»  in- 
cluded in  the  sum  sned  for,  and  said  salt 
is  compromised  on  the  pa^onent  of  a  stipa- 
lated  sum 19s 

Under  the  deparbnent«l  regulations  gov- 
erning the  submission  of  final  proof,  aad 
making,  tHh  entryman  is  required  to  make, 
at  the  time  of  submitting:  proof,  and  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  receiver  to  accept  the 
money  at  such  time;  and  the  subsequent 
faUure  of  said  officer  to  account  to  the  gov- 
ernment for  the  purchase  price  of  the  land 
so  paid  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the 
entryman  to  receive  patent  without  further 
payment iffl 

Practice. 

RtUes  q/',  cited  and  conatruady  page  xxin. 

Gbnerallt. 

Oljections  to  the  alleged  want  of  regu- 
larity in  the  proceedings  Inifore  the  local 
office  come  too  late  for  consideration  when 
raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  to  the 
Department 438 

If,  on  the  conclusion  of  tho  contcdstant's 
t«>.stiniony,  the  contostee  moves  a  dismissal, 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  submitted 
does  not  warrant  a  Judgment  of  cancella- 
tion, and  said  motion  ia  overruled,  the  coa- 
testee  should  be  given  an  opiiortonity  to 
submit  evidence  in  support  of  the  onUy. . .    74 

Appeal. 

If  not  taken  within  tho  time  designated 
by  the  Rules  of  Praotioe,must  be  diamiased .  3St 

In  computing  the  time  within  which, 
must  be  filed  the  day  of  the  aervioe  of  the 
notice  of  decision  must  be  excluded 488 

Tho  Department  is  without  Jurisdiction 
to  entertain  if  notice  thereof  is  not  filod 
and  served  within  the  time  provided  in  tho 
Kuleaof  Practice S4 

Where  a  notice  of,  is  served  on  the  at  tor- 
ney  of  the  adverse  party,  as  ahown  of 
record,  the  right  of  such  appellant  to  be 
heard  should  not  be  aflTected  by  tho  fact 
that  said  attorney  was  not  at  suoh  time 
authorized  to  represent  the  appellee STSl 

From  a  decision  of  the  General  Land 
OiBce  brings  all  questions  involved  in  tiio 
record  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  tlie  De- 
partment    377 

Prior  to  the  oonaideration  ot  from  a 
decision  rendered  on  couaulidateil  caaaa. 
notice   thereof    should    be  given   to  all 
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partiM   reoognixed  as  having  rights  ad- 
vene to  theappellaat 410 

From  a  decision  of  the  local  ofHce  oper* 
ates  to  divest  said  oflBce  of  its  jnri^diction 
in  the  case;  and  the  withdrawal  of  appeal 
on  the  part  of  one  of  the  appollunts  therein 
will  not  reinvest  said  office  with  Jnris- 
diction 76 

Gases  arising  lietween  different  parties 
and  involving  different  tracts  of  land 
should  not  he  considered  together,  and  so 
transmitted  to  the  Department  on 420 

Costs. 

In  a  contest  arising  on  an  allegation  of 
a  prior  settlement  right  the,  should  be 
assessed  under  Rule  55 12 

A  proposition  to  pay  the,  of  a  rehearing, 
if  one  should  be  ordered,  can  not  1>e  con* 
sidered  in  aid  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. .  487 

Hearing. 

The  Department  will  not  interfere  with 
the  exercise  of  the  Commissioner's  discre- 
tion in  refusing  to  order  a  hearing,  unless 
there  is  such  an  abuse  of  discretion  as 
would  work  an  injustice  or  ui  inequitable 
denial  of  alegalright 506 

An  application  for  a,  on  n  protest  should 
not  be  granted  if  the  allegations  therein 
contained  do  not  make  out  a  prima /aeie  case 
calling  for  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. ...  125 

Notice. 

A  general  appearance  is  a  waiver  of  all 
deft>cts  or  irregularities,  if  any  exist,  of 
notice,  process,  or  service,  necessary  to  con- 
f(Dr  Jurisdiction 122 

The  affidavit  required  as  the  basis  of  an 
order  for  the  publication  of  a,  may  be  made 
by  any  person  who  possesses  the  requisite 
information 74 

A  formal  orderfor  the  publication  of,  is  not 
essential.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  local  officers 
authorise  the  publication  either  by  formal 
order  or  verbally 74 

Where  a  party  is  represented  by  two 
attorneys  of  record,  and  one  of  said  attor- 
neys accepts,  of  decision,  such  party  will  not 
be  hesrd  to  plead  a  private  understanding 
between  himself  and  his  attorneys  under 
which  all  notices  were  to  be  served  on  the 
other  attorney 34 

A  mere  docket  entrj'  of,  by  registered  let- 
ter is  not  evidence  that  service  of  a  notice 
of  a  decision  was  in  fact  so  made 533 

Of  a  decision  upon  an  attomc}-  of  record 
is  notice  to  the  partj*  he  represents 34 

Of  a  decision  to  an  attorney  of  record  is 
notioe  to  the  party  he  represents ;  and  sach 
party  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the  em- 
ployment of  said  attorney  had  in  fact  termi- 
nated prior  to  the  service  of  said  notice,  if 
such  fact  is  not  disclosed  by  the  record ....  294 

Rehjsaring. 

Will  not  be  ordered  on  a  cause  of  action 
arising  after  the  close  of  the  hearing  before 
the  local  office,  and  pending  appeal  from  its 
decision 384 


Pasa 

Matters  occurring  after  the  original  hear- 
ing in  a  case  do  not  ftamlsh  grounds  for  a, 
therein,  though  snch  matters  may  afford 
sufficient  foundation  for  a  new  contest 155 

A  decision  of  the  Department,  denying  a 
motion  for  a,  on  the  ground  that  the  matters 
thert^in  alleged  were  not  in  issue  at  the 
original  hearing,  does  preclude  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  original  jurisdiction,  fh>m 
subsequently  directing  an  inquiry,  in  the 
nature  of  a  new  contest,  to  determine  ques- 
tions arising  since  the  hearing  of  the  origi- 
nal suit 329,471 

A  motion  for  a,  filed  oat  of  time  can  only 
he  received  as  an  appeal  to  the  supervisory 
authority  of  the  Secretary,  and  should, 
therefore,  be  made  by  a  x>ctition  addressed 
to  such  officer,  and  filed  in  the  Department 
proper 154 

A  second  motion  for  a,  based  upon  the 
same  alleged  newly  discovered  evidence, 
considered  and  passed  upon  in  the  disposi- 
tion of  a  former  motion  for  rehearing  in  the 
same  case,  should  not  be  entertained 487 

Will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of 
alleged  newly  discovered  evidence  where 
sucl)  evidence  is  cumulative  and  intended 
to  contradict  or  impeach  tJie  witnesses  of 
the  ad  ve  rse  party. 4  38 

May  be  allowed  where  the  contestant  re 
lying  on  the  assurance  of  the  local  officer, 
before  whom  the  case  was  heard,  that  evi- 
dence sufficient  to  warrant  oancellaiioii  had 
been  introduced,  did  not  submit  farther 
testimony,  and  it  is  found  on  review  of  the 
proceedings  belowlthat  the  evidence  in  the 
case  does  not  justify  cancellation 464 

A  proposition  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  rehear- 
ing, if  one  should  be  ordered,  can  not  be 
considered  in  aid  of  a  motion  for  a  new  triad .  487 
Review. 

The  rule  of  practice  relative  to  closing 
cases  on,  announced  in  Allen  v.  Price,  15  L. 
D.,  424,  did  not  contemplate  its  application  to 
cases  where  an  entry  had  been  formally  can- 
celed prior  to  said  decision 377 

Evidence  not  newly  discovered  comes  too 
late  when  offered  for  ih&  first  time  on  mo- 
tion for 538 

A  motion  for  the,  of  a  decision  of  the  Sec- 
retary, in  wliich  he  refuses  to  exercise  his 
supervisory  authority,  is  not  provided  for 
in  the  Rules  of  Practice,  and  will  only  be 
considered  in  cases  presenting  strong  and 
exceptional  reasons 154 

Petitions  or  motions  of  re-review  should 
not  be  filed  in  the  General  Land  office,  but 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  in  the  form  of  application  for  the 
exercise  of  his  supervisory  authority,  on 
grounds  not  covered  in  the  former  consider- 
ation of  the  case 292 

A  petition  for  re-review  that  presents  no 
new  qnestion,  that  does  not  assort  the  ex- 
istence of  newly  discovered  evidence,  or  that 
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the  former  deolnion  was  secured  tbraugli 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  aucccnsrul  party,  or 
otherwise,  and  is  qot  file<l  within  a  reasona- 
ble time  r.r'tor  the  denial  of  the  motion  for 
review,  dors  not  present  a  case  where  the 
anpcrvisory  anthorilj'  of  the  Secretary  can 
be  properly  exercised  on  behalf  of  the  peti- 
tioner   444 

Pre-emption. 

See  Indian  Lands  (OMOge). 

Mineral  lands  in  the  State  of  Minnesota 
not  excladed  from 157 

An  entry  can  not  he  allowed  under  section 
2,  act  of  October  1, 1890,  except  on  proof  of 
continuous  residence  on  the  land  so  eulored 
for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  months 
priorthereto 367 

Failure  to  submit  final  proof,  and  make 
payment  for  the  land,  within  the  statutory 
life  of  a  filing  on  nnofiercd  land,  does  not 
defeat  all  rights  under  the  filing,  but  sub- 
jects the  claim  to  any  legal  settlement  claim 
that  may  intervene 384 

Price  of  Innd. 

See  PtMie  Land, 

Private  Claim. 

Under  section  12,  act  of  March  8, 1891,  all 
clalmn  under  Spanish  or  Mexican  grants, 
referred  to  in  section  6  of  said  act,  are  to  be 
held  as  abandoned,  if  not  presented  before 
the  court  of  private  land  claims  within  two 
yenrii  from  the  taking  cfiect  of  said  act ;  and  a 
grant  occupying  such  status  is  consequently 
no  bar  to  the  adjudication  jof  a  "small  hold- 
ing" lying  within  the  limits  of  such  grant..  391 

An  application  for  the  survey  of  lands  al- 
leged to  be  embraced  within  Spanish  grant 
must  be  denlc<l,  where  it  appears  fh)m  the 
record  that  the  oflScial  survey  of  said  grant, 
on  whicli  patent  issued,  was  made  after  duo 
notice  to  tlio  parties  interested,  apparently 
followed  the  lines  fixed  by  the  Spanish  au- 
thorities, and  was  acquiesced  in  for  a  long 
terra  of  years 491 

Protest. 

Does  not  justify  a  hearing  if  a  prima  faeie 
case  calling  for  cancellation  is  not  made  out.  125 

The  corroboration  of  a,  is  not  a  prerequi- 
site to  its  recognition  as  a  proper  basis  of 
inquiry,  where  the  facta  charged  are  shown 
by  records  of  which  judicial  notice  must  be 
taken  by  the  oflicers  of  the  Laud  Depart- 
ment  550 

Public  liand. 

The  price  of  desert  lands  within  the  limits 
of  a  railroad  grant,  entered  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1877,  is  not  afiected  by  the  act  of 
March  3,  IPdl,  and  such  lands  can  only  be 
patented  on  the  paj-ment  of  the  double  mini- 
mam  price 231 

The  price  of  the  reserved  alternate  sec- 
tions falling  within  the  limits  of  the  with- 
drawal made  on  the  general  route  of  the 


Northern  Pacific  was,  by  the  terms  of  the 
grant  to  said  company,  fixod  at  double  mini- 
mum   309 

Railroad  Orant. 

See  Railroad  Landi;  Wagon  Soad  OrtuU. 
GeNK  RALLY. 

Directions  given  for  the  snsx^nsion  from 
entry  and  patent  of  lands  falling  within  the 
purview  of  the  departmental  decision  in  the 
case  of  Spanlding  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R. 
Co. ,  21  L.  D.,  57 255 

On  the  adjustment  of  the  grant  made  by 
the  act  of  May  15,  185d,  St  is  not  material 
whether  the  line  aa  originally  located,  or 
the  modified  line  as  anthorized  by  the  act 
of  June  2,  1864,  is  taken  as  the  measure  of 
the  grant,  as  the  diflerence  between  the  two 
Is  but  small,  and  the  grant  i«  largely  defi- 
cient under  either  line 44d 

Seleotiona  of  lands  for  the  Sonthem  Pa- 
cific R.  R.  Co.  in  lieo  of  lands  taken  for  the 
Mission  Indians  nnder  the  act  of  January 
12,  1891,  can  not  be  approved  unless  it  is 
made  to  appear  (1)  that  the  company  was 
entitled  under  its  grant  to  the  Imnda  so 
taken,  hence  that  such  lands  are  non-min- 
eral in  character,  and  (2)  thai  the  lieu  selec- 
tions are  of  the  same  character;  and.  in 
securing  such  evidence,  the  departmental 
regulations  provided  for  the  determination 
of  the  character  of  lands  claimed  by  a  rail- 
road company  should  not  bo  disregarded. . .  Jts 

The  approved  plat  on  file  in  the  General 
Land  Ofiioe,  on  which  the  limits  of  a,  are 
marked,  must  detennine  whether  a  selectisn 
falls  within  the  limits  of  the  grant 468 

By  the  terms  of  the  joint  resolution  ot 
June  28,  1870,  the  Southern  Pacific  company 
was  authorised  to  construct  its  road  along 
the  route  indicated  by  tho  map  of  January 
8,  1887,  and  entitled  to  have  the  road  ac- 
cepted, if  ao  oonstruoted,  but  the  acceptance 
of  said  road  will  not  determine  condicting 
rights  or  claims  within  the  grant S3 

The  report  of  the  coDimiHaioners  aa  to  the 
construction  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
road, as  provided  for  in  said  joint  roAolutic»B, 
must  be  made  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, and  does  not  require  the  approval  of 
the  President 223 

A  lease  of  a  portion  of  the  construct*^ 
road  of  tho  Sonthem  Pacific  to  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  company  can  not  be  accepted  as 
a  valid  basis  for  a  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
latter  company,  that  it  has.  under  the  pro- 
visions of  sections  3  snd  17,  of  the  act  of 
July  27, 1886,  thereby  earned  its  grant  oppo- 
alte  said  constructed  road 223 

The  map  of  January  3,  1867,  was  not  filed 
as  a  map  of  definite  location,  but  rather  as 
a  map  of  general  route,  and  a  defiection  fyom 
said  route,  in  the  oonatmction  of  the  road, 
made  necessary  on  account  of  engineeriii£ 
difflculties,  and  to  secure  a  more  feasible 
route,  does  not  warrant  the  rejection  of  Uie 
road  thus  constructed.    (Son them  Pae.) . . . 
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Pase. 

The  evident  intent  of  aection  2,  act  of 
Febmao'  8^  1887,  was  to  protect  in  tbeir 
possession  only  those  who  were  actual  set- 
tlers at  the  date  of  definite  locati<m,  or  other 
qualified  persons  to  whom  they  might  there- 
after liave  assigned  tbeir  possessory  right. .    61 

The  lands  on  the  south  side  of  the  Bur- 
lington and  Missouri  road,  where  the  grant 
is  deficient,  that  were  subject  to  the  grant 
at  definite  location,  are  not  open  to  entry, 
but  must  remain  in  reservation,  subject  to 
snch  action  as  may  be  required  on  the  ter- 
mination of  the  judicial  proceedings  now 
pending  with  respect  to  the  excess  of  lands 
received  by  said  company  on  the  north  side 
of  its  road 88 

Indemnity. 

In  the  absence  of  an  ascertained  deficiency 
in  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacifies  show- 
ing that  it  could  not  be  satisfied  by  obtain- 
ing all  the  available  lands  in  the  indemnity 
limits,  the  .specification  of  losses  in  place, 
as  a  condition  to  the  selection  of  indemnity 
will  not  be  waived  by  the  Department 612 

There  is  no  necessity  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  rule  requiring  specifications  of  loss 
to  accompany  indemnity  selections,  where 
the  grant  is  practically  adjusted  and  fonnd 
largely  deficient,  and  no  one  is  claiming  ad- 
versely to  the  company  at  snch  time;  and 
under  such  circumstances,  a  selection  with- 
out designation  of  loss  will  be  recognized, 
\m  against  a  homestead  entry  not  made  until 
after  the  submission  of  the  adjustment 458 

The  Northern  Pacific  company  should  be 
allowed  to  specify  new  bases  for  selections 
made  on  account  of  lands  within  the  limits 
formerly  recognized  east  of  the  terminal  es- 
tablished at  Duluth 47 

If  the  Northern  Pacific  company,  in  the 
selection  of  indemnity,  waives  the  privilege 
conferred  by  the  order  of  May  28, 1883,  dis- 
pensing with  the  specification  of  loss,  and 
assigns  a  basis  which  proves  to  be  invalid, 
it  is  not  entitled  to  plead  the  protection  of 
said  order 07 

On  acconnt  of  the  consolidation  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  and  Lake  Superior  lines  of 
railroad  between  Thomson  and  Duluth,  the 
grant  to  the  first-named  company  must  be 
charged  with  all  lands  received  by  the 
latter  company,  between  said  points,  under 
its  prior  grant,  and  for  the  lands  so  taken  by 
said  company,  whether  within  its  primary 
or  indemnity  limits,  the  Northern  Pacific  is 
not  entitled  to  indemnity 68 

As  to  lands  lying  within  the  granted  lim- 
its of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant,  and  also 
within  the  additional  indemnity  limits  of 
the  Lake  Superior  and  MiBsisaippi  road  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act  of  July  13,  1866,  the 
right  of  the  latter  company  is  defeated  by 
the  grant  and  location  of  the  l^orthom  Pa- 
cific made  prior  to  selection  on  behalf  of  the 
Lake  Superior  and  Mississippi  road ;  but,  if 
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lands  occupying  such  stains  are  erroneously 
patented  to  the  latter  company,  indemnity 
therefor  cannot  be  allowed  the  Northern 
Pacific  as  the  lands  so  patented  must  be 
charged  to  its  grant 636 

The  right  of  the  Northern  Pacific  to  se- 
lect indemnity  within  the  second  belt  can- 
not be  recognized,  unless  it  is  made  to  ai>- 
pear  that  the  loss  specified,  as  the  basis  of 
such  selection,  is  the  result  of  a  disposal  oo- 
onrring  in  the  interval  between  the  date  of 
the  granting  act  and  that  of  definite  loca- 
Uon 68 

The  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  by  the 
act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  the  grant  to  the  same 
company  by  the  Joint  resolution  of  May  31, 
1870,  must  be  adjusted  separately ;  a  loss, 
therefore,  under  the  latter  grant  will  not 
support  a  selection  along  the  line  for  which 
the  grantof  1864  was  made 511 

The  Southern  Pacific  R.  R  Co.  is  not  on- 
titled  to  make  indemnity  selections  within 
the  forfeited  primary  limits  of  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  grant 351 

Action  suspended  on  that  part  of  the  de- 
partmental decision  of  November  5,  1807, 
herein,  which  relates  to  the  question  of  the 
right  of  the  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  to 
make  indemnity  selections  within  the  for- 
feited primary  limits  of  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  grant 398 

The  occupancy  of  town  lots  under  a  scrip 
location  should  not  be  held  such  an  adverse 
right,  or  claim,  as  will  defeat  the  right  of 
selection  under  the  act  of  August  6,  1892, 
where  at  the  date  of  such  selection  the  sorlp 
has  been  withdrawn  and  the  occupants  and 
purchasers  thereunder  disclaim  any  interest 
adverse  to  the  company 645 

Lands  Excbpted. 

A  mineral  application  made  after  the  filing 
of  the  map  of  general  route,  and  prior  to 
definite  location,  and  pending  at  the  latter 
date,  is  a  claim  under  the  excepting  clause 
in  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  that 
operates  to  exclude  the  land  covered  thereby 
from  said  grant 72 

The  occupancy  of  land  by  an  Indian,  at 
the  date  when  the  Northern  Pacific  grant 
became  effective  and  prior  to  the  act  of  July 
4, 1884,  will  not  serve  to  except  such  land 
from  said  grant  if  at  such  time  the  Indian 
had  not  abandoned  the  tribal  relation 478 

A  claim  of  occupancy,  sot  up  to  defeat 
the  right  of  indemnity  selection,  can  not  be 
recognized  if  it  appears  that  at  the  date  of 
selection  the  alleged  occupant  had  not  estab- 
lished residence  on  the  tract,  but  was  main- 
taining a  home  elsewhere  in  the  prosecution 
of  a  claim  under  the  pre-emption  law 542 

Does  not  take  effect  ttpoQ  lands  that  are 
at  the  date  of  the  grant  embraced  within 
the  claimed  limits  of  a  Mexican  private 
grant  by  specific  boundaries,  though  at 
such  time  the  question  of  the  true  locatioii 
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of  Mid  bonndariea  ia  pending  and  undeter- 
mined  108 

A  notation  appearing  of  record,  at  the 
date  of  a  railroad  grant  tliat  a  tract  haa  been 
aelected  aa  awamp  land  ia  ineflTective  aa 
againat  the  operation  of  the  grant,  if,  atauch 
time,  aaid  notation  appeared  of  record  with- 
out authority  of  law 208 

The  proclamation  of  the  Preaident  under 
the  act  of  June  18,  1878,  withdrawing  from 
aale  and  diapoaal  certain  lands  required  for 
reaervoir  purpoaea,  did  not  affect  the  atattia 
of  lands  to  which  righta  under  a  railroad 
grant  had  attached  by  definite  location 451 

A  homeatead  aettler,  who  by  alienation  of 
the  land  haa  diaqualifled  himself  aa  an  en- 
tryroan,  ia  not  entitled  to  relief  under  the 
act  of  June  22, 1874,  extending  the  time  for 
the  completion  of  certain  railroada  in  Min- 
neaota  and  protecting  the  righta  of  aettlera 
prior  thereto 530 

Land  chiefly  valuable  for  ita  depodta  of 
fire  clay  ia  included  in  the  exception  of 
"mineral  landa"  from  the  grant  to  the 
Korthem  Pacifio  Railroad  Company 340 

Landa  chiefly  Talnable  for  the  petroleum 
contained  therein  are  excepted  from  selec- 
tion oa  indemnity 351 

Landa  containing  valuable  mineral  depoa- 
ita,  whether  of  the  metalliferous  or  foaail* 
iferoua  claaa.  of  auch  quantity  and  quality 
aa  to  render  them  anbject  to  entry  under 
the  mining  lawa,  are  ''mineral  lands"  with- 
in the  meaning  of  that  term  aa  used  in  the 
exoeptiona  fh>m  the  grant  to  the  Korthem 
Pacific  Company  for  railroad  purpoaea,  and 
to  the  State  for  school  purpoaea 233 

A  final  mineral  return  by  the  commia- 
aioners  ap]>ointed  under  the  act  of  February 
26,  1805,  o])eratea  to  except  the  lands  ao 
classified  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific 446 

Withdrawal. 

An  indemnity  withdrawal  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant  ia  in  violation 
of  the  terms  of  aaid  grant,  and  inoperative 
aa  againat  an  authorized  withdrawal  on  be- 
half of  another  grant 67 

Landa  embraced  within  the  indemnity 
withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  main  line 
of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolia,  and  Manitoba 
road,  under  the  grant  of  March  3,  1857,  are 
not  by  anch  reservation  excluded  from  the 
oi>eration  of  the  subseqnent  grant  of  1871 
for  the  St.  Vincent  extension  of  said  rond. .    86 

The  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  road  be- 
tween Wallula,  Washington,  and  Portland, 
Oregon^  aa  ahown  by  the  map  of  general 
route  filed  Angnat  13,  1870,  fallowed  the 
north  bank  of  the  Columbia  Kiver  within 
the  Territory  of  Washington,  and  the  width 
of  the  withdrawal  thereon  was  oonaeqnently 
governed  by  the  provisions  in  the  granting 
act  relative  to  the  extent  of  the  grant  where 
the  line  of  road  paaaed  through  a  Territory ; 
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and  the  fact  thai  the  aaid  river  waa  not  cor- 
rectly located  on  aaid  map  would  ntit  affect 
the  extent  of  aaid  withdrawal 9(9 

Act  of  Jukb  22,  1874. 

The  proviaiona  of  the  act  are  remedial 
and  ahould  be  oonatmed  in  pari  muteria 
with  the  original  grant 77 

A  deciaion  of  the  General  Land  Office  to 
the  effect  that  upon  relinquishing  certain 
lands  a  railroad  company  will  be  entitled  to 
select  othera,  doea  not  prevent  departmental 
consideration  aa  to  the  right  of  the  company 
to  thoae  relinquiahed,  when  the  question  of 
the  company'a  right  under  the  aelection 
comea  before  the  Department  for  ita  action.  348 

Railroad  JLands. 

Generally. 

NotiC'O  of  the  reat  oration  of  all  lands 
withdrawn  on  account  of  the  Northern 
Pacifio  east  of  the  terminal  line  at  Dulnth..    48 

Circular  of  Auguat  5,  1896,  under  the  act 
of  June  3,  1806,  relative  to  aettlera  on 
Northern  Pacific  indemnity  landa 256 

A  pre-emption  entry  can  not  be  allowed 
under  aection  2,  act  of  October  1.  1890, 
except  on  proof  of  continuous  re«Jdenca  on 
the  land  ao  entered  for  a  period  of  not  leas 
than  three  montha  prior  thereto 3(7 

Under  the  proviaiona  of  the  act  of  Man'h 
2,  1890,  the  title  to  landa  erronM>naly  pat- 
ented on  account  of  a  railroad  grant,  and 
sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaaer,  ia  conflnned. 
The  government  in  such  case  mnat  proceed 
against  the  company  for  the  recovery  of  the 
value  of  the  lands  aa  directed  by  aaid  act..  46B 

Action  looking  for  the  recovery  of  title  to 
lands  erroneoualy  certified  should  not  be 
taken,  where  patenta  have  iaaued  on  the 
daiina  held  to  have  excepted  aoch  landa 
fh>m  the  grant;  the  parties  in  anch  a  eaae 
may  be  left  to  aaaert  their  righta  in  the 
courta 410 

Act  of  March  3,  1887. 

The  purchasera  of  the  capital  atock  of  a 
company,  that  ia  applying  for  patent  nnder 
aaid  aection  4,  are  not  purchaaera  of  the 
land  within  the  meaning  of  the  atatnte....  117 

Section  4  waa  not  intended  to  protect  a 
apeculative  pnrchaae  made  with  knowledge 
of  the  defect  in  the  title  of  the  railroad 
company 117 

The  protection  given  to  aettlera  by  the 
second  proviao  to  aection  6  ia  restricted  to 
auch  peraona  aa  may  have  aettled  in  good 
faith  after  December  1,  1882,  and  before  the 
passage  of  aaid  act,  claiming  a  right  to  enter 
under  the  aettlement  lawa  in  ignoraneeof 
the  rights  or  equities  of  othera  in  the 
premiaea 17 

The  proviaiona  of  the  act  of  June  32, 1874, 
and  aection  5,  are  remedial  In  oharacter.  and 
hence  ahould  reoeive  a  liberal  conatmctioa. 
and  ahould  alao  be  conatmed  in  pari  maims 
together  with  the  original  grantlBf  tot  la 
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case  of  an  application  to  pnrohaae  nnder 
said  section  5.  It  mnat  therefore  be  held 
that  lands  in  even-numbered  sections  select- 
ed under  the  act  of  1874  are  flrom  the  time 
of  such  selection  the  " nnmbered  sections" 
of  the  grant  as  sacb  phrase  is  used  in  said 
section  5,  and  may  be  purchased  thereunder 
if  said  indemnity  selection  proves  invalid . .    77 

The  right  of  purchase  f^m  the  govern- 
ment under  section  5  is  limited  to  condi- 
tions presented  at  the  time  of,  or  prior  to 
the  fiual  adjustment  of  the  grant,  and  hence 
does  not  extend  to  a  purchase  from  a  rail- 
road company  after  such  adjustment  and 
tlio  restoration  of  the  land  to  settlement 
and  entry 151 

In  holding  that  tbe  right  of  purchase  from 
the  government  nnder  section  6  is  not  re- 
stricted to  cases  in  which  the  purchase  from 
the  company  was  made  prior  to  the  passage 
of  said  act,  but  that  the  protection  extended 
to  settlers  in  the  second  proviso  to  said  sec- 
tion is  Umited  to  settlement  made  before 
the  passage  of  said  act,  the  Department 
recognises  the  remedial  purpose  of  said  sec- 
tion, and  the  rule  of  construction  tliat  the 
proviso,  being  a  limitation  of  the  remedy, 
mast  necessarily  receive  a  strict  construc- 
tion   194 

A  settler  who  is  claiming  the  benefit  of  the 
second  proviso  to  section  5  Is  not  entitled  to 
plead  want  of  notice  as  to  adverse  claims 
through  the  company,  where  at  the  time  of 
bis  settlement  he  was  apprised  of  the  com- 
pany's selection  and  the  record  at  such  time 
disclosed  a  conveyance  of  the  land  by  the 
company 194 

Act  op  September  29,  1890. 

The  preferred  right  to  enter  forfeited  rail- 
road lands,  accorded  nnder  section  2,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  February  18,  1891, 
begins  to  run  from  the  date  when  instruc- 
tions are  issued  authorizing  applications  to 
be  made  for  such  lands 420 

An  actual  settler  on  lands  embraced 
within  the  forfeiture  act  at  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  said  act  is  entitled  to  a  pre- 
ferred right  of  homestead  entry,  and  if  he 
dies  without  having  made  such  entry,  the 
right  survives  to  his  widow,  who  was  also 
at  such  time  residing  on  said  land 522 

Where  a  settler  makes  homestead  entry 
under  section  2  and  thereafter,  through  mis- 
take, relinquishes  said  entry,  and  purchases 
the  land  nnder  section  8  of  said  act  when  in 
fact  not  entitled  to  make  such  purchase,  the 
entry  may  be  reinstated  with  the  right  to 
treat  said  purchase  as  a  commutation 
thereof,  or  perfect  said  entry  in  the  regular 
manner 522 

Records. 

An  afl^davit  made  to  supply  certain  al- 
leged omissions  of  matter  from  the,  which 
should  appear  therein,  if  it  exists  in  fact, 
will  not  be  stricken  from  the  files,  on  motion 
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therefor,  if  the  facts,  as  alleged  in  said  affi- 
davit, are  not  denied 420 

Behearini^. 

See  Practice. 

Relinquishment* 

Under  a,  executed  without  consideration, 
and  for  the  benefit  of  one  holding  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  the  entryman,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  the  party  presenting  the  same  to  show 
that  no  advantage  was  taken  of  the  entry- 
man,  if  the  good  faith  of  the  transaction  is 
called  in  question  by  him 197 

Will  not  be  recognized  if  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  the  voluntary  act  of  the 
entryman 197 

Can  not  be  held  to  be  the  result  of  a  con- 
test, where,  at  the  date  of  its  execution, 
notice  had  not  issued  on  said  contest,  and 
the  entryman  in  good  faith  had  cured  any 
default  on  his  part  that  may  have  existed 
prior  thereto 850 

Repayment. 

No  right  of,  exists  where  a  pre-emption 
entry  is  canceled  on  account  of  the  pre- 
emptor  having  prior  thereto  exercised  his 
pre-emption  right,  and  the  record  shows  that 
he  swore  falsely,  in  support  of  his  second 
entry,  that  he  had  never  had  the  benefit  of 
the  pre-emption  law 29 

A  purchaser  of  forfeited  railroad  lands 
under  section  3,  act  of  September  29, 1890, 
is  not  entitled  to,  where  his  entry  is  prop- 
erly allowed  on  the  proof  presented,  but  is 
subsequently  canceled  on  account  of  the 
falsity  of  said  proof  in  a  matter  essential 
to  the  allowance  of  the  entry 30 

A  person  holding  nnder  a  deed  executed 
prior  to  the  submission  of  final  proof  and 
the  issuance  of  final  receipt  has  no  standing 
as  an  assignee  under  the  statute  providing 
for 89 

Can  not  be  allowed  whore  a  desert-land 
entry  is  properly  allowed  on  the  proofs  pre- 
sented, but,  on  subsequent  proceedings,  is 
canceled  on  account  of  the  non-desert  char- 
acter of  the  land 110 

If  the  land  entered  is  not  of  the  character 
contemplated  by  the  law  under  which  the 
entry  is  made,  but  is  expressly  represented 
by  the  entryman  to  be  of  such  character, 
and  the  allowance  of  the  entry  is  procured 
by  such  representation,  the  entry  in  such 
case  is  wrongfully  procured  and  not  "erro- 
neously allowed"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  repayment  law ill 

The  right  to,  is  determined  by  specific 
statutory  authority  and  can  not  be  recog- 
nized except  in  the  cases  covered  thereby. .  Ill 

Return  of  surveyor-general's  scrip,  paid 
on  the  commutation  of  a  timber-culture  en- 
try, can  not  be  allowed  on  the  ground  that 
the  entryman  might  have  perfected  title 
without  commutation 100 
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If  an  entry  on  the  proofs  presented  is 
properly  allowed,  and  on  subseqaent  invea- 
tigation  is  canceled,  the  fact  that  snoh  can- 
cellation is  erroneous,  under  a  changed  con- 
struction of  the  law,  will  not  justify 210 

A  claim  for,  of  doable  minimum  excess 
can  not  be  allowed  if  the  land  at  date  of  en- 
try was  properly  rated  at  double  minimum, 
though  the  road  opposite  said  land  was  not 
constructed  and  the  grant  therefor  was 
afterwards  forfeited 308 

Of  alleged  double  minimum  excess  can 
not  be  allowed  if  the  land  at  date  of  entry 
was  proi»erly  rated  at  doable  minimum  ....  309 

Reservation* 

See  Reservoir  Lands. 

Instructions  of  August  18, 1807,  with  re- 
spect to  Fort  BandaJl  abandoned  military. .  141 

Instructions  approved  September  22, 1807, 
as  to  Fort  Maginnis  abandoned  military 260 

The  act  of  October  1, 1890,  directing  the 
establishment  of  the  forest,  known  as  the 
Yosemite  National  Park,  did  not  affect  or 
impair  rights  acquired  under  a  mineral  loca- 
tion duly  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  said 
act,  and  the  owner  of  such  a  claim  should 
be  permitted  the  necessary  use,  for  purposes 
of  iu gross  and  egress,  of  lands  reserved  by 
said  act,  subject  to  snoh  reasonable  rules 
as  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior 48 

The  right  of  a  miner  to  out  timber  within 
a  forest,  is  restricted  to  the  land  embraced 
within  his  mining  claim 48 

Under  an  order  directing  the,  of  a  tract  of 
land  for  the  benefit  of  an  Indian,  with  a 
view  to  his  subsequent  entry  thereof,  there 
is  no  right  conferred  npon  the  Indian  by 
which  his  relinquishment  will  serve  to  re- 
lease the  land  from ^..    05 

In  the  survey  of  forest,  under  act  of  June 
4,  1897,  the  phrase  "  public  lands  adjacent 
thereto"  should  be  construed  to  mean  town- 
ships, either  fractional  or  entire,  actually 
adjoining  such  reservation 140 

The  mere  occupancy  of  land  in  Alaska  for 
the  purpose  of  trade  and  manufacture  will 
not  confer  any  right  upon  the  occupant,  as 
against  the  government,  that  will  prevent 
a,  of  the  land  for  naval  purposes 212 

In  the  absence  of  express  statutory  an* 
thority  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  has  no 
right  to  permit  the  erection  of  a  terminal 
railway  station  on  the  capitol  grounds 254 

Reservoir  JLands. 

See  Arid  Lands, 

Instructions  of  July  14,  1897,  nnder  the 
act  of  March  2,  1807,  providing  for  the  dis- 
position of  Sugar  Loaf  Reservoir  site 16 

Residence* 

The  poverty  of  an  entryman  may  excuse 
his  absence  from  the  land  after  the  estab- 
lishment of,  but  does  not  oonstif  nte  a  miffi. 
elent  excuse  for  failure  to  establish,  within 
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the  prescribed  period,  where  snch  default  is 
charged  by  an  intervening  contestant 44 

The  absences  of  a  homesteader  from  the 
land  covered  by  his  entry  should  not  be  re- 
garded as  sustaining  a  charge  of  abandon- 
ment, where  he  has  once  established,  and 
his  absences  are  made  necossarv  by  the  na- 
tnre  of  his  occupation  and  condition  in  life, 
and  his  intention  of  retnrning  to  the  land  is 
at  all  times  manifest  from  the  cultivation 
thereof,  and  the  ereotion  and  mainteaaooe 
of  improvements  thereon 147 

Under  a  homestead  entry  made  by  the 
heirs  of  a  successful  contestant  in  accord- 
ance with  the  act  of  July  26, 1692,  ar  tnal  re«i- 
dence  on  the  land  is  not  required,  if  cnlti- 
vation  thereof  is  shown  for  the  requisite 
period 281 

Where  an  entryman  who  has  made  an 
adjoining  farm  entry  dies  more  than  six 
months  after  entry  without  having  estab- 
lished, on  the  original  form,  his  widow  may 
cure  said  default  by  the  establishment  of, 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  any  adverse  claim.  396 

The  law  requires  that,  must  be  established 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  settlemf^nt 
where  there  is  an  adverse  claim,  and  what 
is  a  reasonable  time  must  depend  upon  the 
facts  in  each  case 334 

Res  Judicata. 

The  rule  of,  is  not  applicable  to  a  decision 
denying  a  party  the  right  to  be  heard  on  ap- 
peal where  such  decision  is  the  result  of  a 
mistake  of  fact  on  the  part  of  the  Depart- 
ment  .•• 373 

Revieiv. 

See  Practice. 

Revised  Statutes. 

See  TaMc  of,  cited  and  eoTistrued,  page  xxii. 

Rii^ht    of    Way     and    Station 
Grounds. 

A  plat  of  station  grounds  oovering  land 
embraced  within  a  prior  mineral  application 
can  not  be  approved ;  bnt  the  use  and  occu- 
pancy of  such  land  for  station  purposes  will 
protect  the  right  of  the  company,  aw  against 
subsequent  claimants,  if  the  mineral  appli- 
cation is  abandoned 250 

The  provisions  of  the  general  act  of  Match 
3,  1875,  are  not  applicable  to  lands  in  the 
District  of  Alaska 290 

The  grant  of  to  the  Union  Pacific  Ry.Co. 
by  soetion  2,  act  of  July  1,  1862,  roa^'  extend 
beyohd  two  hundred  feet  on  either  side  of 
the  road,  where  the  land  is  desired  for  the 
uses  specified  in  the  act,  and  the  necessity 
for  the  nseismade  to  appear 54C 

An  application  for  a  right  of  way  nnder 
the  act  of  March  3, 1801,  can  not  be  approved 
unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  said  right 
of  way  is  desired  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
irrigation 344 

Riparian  Rights. 

See  Survey, 
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River. 

See  Survey. 

School  liand. 

An  application  to  select  indemnity,  on  a 
baaia  of  an  alleged  loaa  of  nnsurveyed  lands 
within  a  timber  reseryatiou,  prior  to  an  offi- 
cial determination  of  the  number  of  town- 
ships included  in  said  reservation,  may  be 
accepted  and  treate<l  as  valid,  not  in  recog- 
nition of  any  snch  right  on  the  part  of  the 
State,  but  as  a  matter  within  departmental 
diacretion 40 

Circular  of  July  23, 1885,  as  to  selections 
of  indemnity  in  California,  modified 383 

Scrip. 

The  return  of  sarreyor-general's,  paid  on 
the  commutation  of  a  timber-culture  entry, 
can  not  be  allowed  on  the  ground  that  the 
entryman  might  have  perfected  title  with- 
out oommntation 100 

Selection. 

See  Railroad  Orant^  subtitle  Indemnity ; 
Statea. 

Settlement. 

On  land  covered  by  the  subsisting  entry 
of  another  confers  no  right  as  against  the 
record  entryman,  but  as  between  settlers 
on  land  thus  reserved  the  settlement  flrnt 
in  time,  other  things  being  equal,  Is  entitled 
to  precedence,  on  the  relinquishment  of  the 
record  entry 87 

During  the  existence  of  an  entry  no 
rights,  adverse  thereto,  can  be  acquired  to 
the  land  embraced  therein  either  by  appli- 
cations to  enter  snch  land  or  by  settlement 
thereon,  but,  on  the  cancellation  of  said 
entry,  as  between  snch  settlers,  the  date  of 
settlement  nuiy  be  properly  considered 448 

The  right  of  a  settler  who  is  residing 
upon  a  tract  of  land  under  the  mistaken 
belief  that  his  title  thereto  is  complete 
under  a  prior  patent,  to  enter  said  tract  on 
the  relinquishment  of  a  record  entry  there- 
of, is  superior  to,  and  will  defeat  an  inter- 
vening soldier's  additional  homestead  entry, 
made  with  knowledge  of  the  adverse  claim .  135 

Going  upon  the  land  may  be  properly 
regarded  the  initial  act  of,  as  between  par- 
ties that  make  the  race  at  the  hour  of  open- 
ing Oklahoma  lands,  and  are  aware  of  a 
common  intent  to  settle  on  the  same  tract. .  273 

The  right  of  persons  alleging,  on  lands 
opened  to  such  appropriation  under  the  act 
of  September  29, 1890,  Is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  such  lands  were  at  the  time  of 
settlement  and  application  therefor,  re- 
served ftt)m  disposal  under  the  departmental 
rulings  then  in  force 394 

In  the  case  of,  on  land  that  is  treated  as 
in  reservation  by  the  Department,  when 
under  the  law  it  was  open  to  settlement,  the 
rights  of  claimants  should  be  determined 
n  the  priority  and  good  faith  of  their  re- 
■peotive  settlements,  and  their  compliance 
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with  law  in  placing  their  daims  of  record 
after  the  land  is  declared  open  to  entry  by 
the  Department 420 

The  extent  of  a  claim  of,  as  defined  by 
acts  of  occupancy  and  improvement,  is  lim- 
ited to  the  technical  quarter  section  on 
which  such  acts  are  performed 304 

Notices  defining  the  extent  of  a  claim  of, 
posted  on  subdivisions  thereof  outside  of 
the  technical  quarter  section  on  which  the 
improvements  are  placed  will  protect  snch 
claim  as  against  subsequent  settlers 420 

Stare  Decisis. 

While  the  doctrine  of,  is  recognized  and 
followed  by  the  Department,  it  will  not  be 
held  applicable  to  a  decision  that  is  violative 
of  the  law,  and  operates  to  take  away  a 
statutory  right 65 

States. 

See  Deeert  Land. 

The  act  of  June  20,  1894,  authorizing  the 
selection  of  lands  for  University  purposes, 
restricte  such  selection  to  unoccupied  and 
uninhabited  lands,  and  also  provides  for  the 
issuance  of  patent  for  the  lands  so  selected ; 
and  it  must  therefore  be  held  that  until  pat- 
ent issues  on  said  selections,  the  Department 
retains  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  sta- 
tus of  the  lands  at  date  of  selection  with 
respect  to  alleged  adverse  settlement  rights.  106 

The  act  of  March  8,  1870,  providing  that 
"There  be,  and  hereby  are,  granted  to  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  to  be  selected  by  the 
governor  of  the  State,  twenty- four  section  a 
of  land  out  of  any  public  lands  of  the  United 
States  not  otherwise  appropriated,"  with 
the  proviso  that  the  lands  so  granted  shall 
be  selected  within  three  years,  ia  a  present 
grant,  and  the  requirement  as  t«  selection, 
contained  in  the  proviso,  should  be  construed 
as  directory  and  not  mandatory,  hence  a 
failure  of  the  State  to  make  snch  selections 
within  the  time  specified  will  not  defeat  its 
right  under  said  grant 432 

Station  Grounds. 

See  Tfight  of  Way. 

Statutes. 

See  AeU  of  Congrese,  and  Revieed  StattUee^ 
Cited  and  Oonatrued,  pages  xx  and  xxii. 

The  phrase  "  public  lands  adjacent  there- 
to" construed 140 

The  words  "two  years"  in  the  proviso  to 
sec.  7,  act  of  March  3,  1891,  considered,  and 
rule  announced  as  to  the  computation  of 
such  period 1&7 

Departmental  construction  of,  where 
doubtful  in  terms  wUl  be  received  with  due 
consideration  by  the  courts 355 

Survey. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  June  4, 1897,  with  respect  to  the,  of  forest 
reservations,  the  phrase  "  public  lands  adja- 
cent thereto,"  should  be  construed  to  mean 
townnhips,  either  fractional  or  entire,  actu- 
ally adjoining  such  reservations 14C 


614 
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Depaitmeotal  instraotlons  of  Jane  30, 
1897,  berdn,  withdrawn 140 

In  the  case  of  a,  that  is  closed  npon  a 
meander  line  ran  for  the  parpoee  of  sepa- 
rating arable  lands  from  alleged  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands,  lying  npon  the  borders  of 
a  lake,  thas  leaving  a  tract  nnsurveyed 
between  the  shore  of  said  lake  and  said 
meander  line,  parties  taking  title  to  the 
lands  so  surveyed  acquire  no  riparian  rights 
to  the  nnsurveyed  lands  lying  beyond  said 
meander  lino 199 

An  application  for,  of  an  island  lying  in 
a  meandered  non-navigable  stream  will  not 
be  allowed 418 

An  application  for,  of  an  island,  in  a 
meandered  non-navigable  river,  existing  at 
the  date  of  the  township  survey  but  omitted 
therefrom,  must  be  denied,  where  the  right 
of  the  riparian  owners  to  the  bed  of  the 
stream  is  recognized  by  the  State  in  which 
the  land  lies 474 

An  island,  not  above  high-water  mark, 
but  subject  to  overflow,  and  situated  in  a 
navigable  river,  is  not  subject  to,  as  land 
belonging  to  the  United  States,  for  the  pro- 
prietorship of  the  shores  and  beds  of  navi- 
gable  rivers  below  high-water  mark,  within 
the  limits  of  the  States,  belongs  to  them  by 
their  inherent  sovereignty 510 

Suranip  Eiand. 

The  State  by  securing  title  to  lands  under 
the  wagon  road  grant  of  July  5, 1866.  is  es- 
topped from  subsequently  claiming  the  same 
lands  under  the  prior  grant  of 10 

The  fee  to,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  em- 
braced within  the  right  of  Indian  occupancy 
provided  for  by  the  treaty  of  October  18, 
1848,  passed  to  the  Ststo  by  the  subsequent 
swamp  grant;  but  the  right  of  possession 
under  said  grant  remaiuo<l  in  abeyance  until 
such  time  as  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy 
should  be  surrendered,  or  otherwise  ended 
by  the  United  States 17 

When  by  the  treaty  of  February  11, 1850, 
the  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  cer- 
tain lands  embraced  within  their  right  of 
occupancy,  such  relinquishment,  as  to  the 
lands  covered  thereby,  though  for  the  ex- 
pressed purpose  of  locating  the  Stockbridge 
Bsxd  Munsee  Indians  and  other  Indians 
thereon,  operated  to  remove  the  only  ob- 
stacle to  the  merger  of  the  right  of  pos- 
session with  the  fee  that  passed  under  the 
swamp  grant,  and  entitled  the  State  to  re- 
ceive patents  under  said  grant 17 

The  Department  is  without  jurisdiction 
to  order  a  hearing,  on  the  application  of  a 
State,  to  determine  the  character  of  lands 
claimed  by  it  under  the  swamp  grant, 
where,  yrior  to  any  such  claim,  the  lands 
have  been  certified  or  patented  to  the  State 
for  the  benefit  of  a  railroad  grant 417 

Timber  Culture. 

See  Application;   Cantetti  Entry;  Final 


Timber  Cutfingr. 

Permits  to  cut  timber  within  tiie  primary 
limita  of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant  will 
not  be  issued  prior  u>  an  official  survey  of 
the  lands 27g 

Applications  for  more  than  a  second  prr- 
mit,  by  the  same  applicant,  to  cot  timber 
fh>m  the  public  lands  will  not  be  considered 
by  the  Department 333 

Townsite. 

Entry  in  Alaska;  regulations  of  June  3, 
1891,  with  respect  to  appeal  fhnn  trustee, 
amended 33 

The  right  of,  acting  under  territorial  legis- 
lation, to  include  certain  lands  within  cor- 
porate limits  for  municipal  purposes,  can 
not  be  recognised,  if  said  lands  were  in  fact 
at  such  time  not  subject  to  such  appropria- 
tion   20 

The  action  of  trustees  may  be  reviewed 
by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  under  the  rules  governing  contests 
before  the  local  landoifices 313 

The  act  of  May  14,  18M,  empowers  troa- 
tees  in  Oklahoma  to  approve  surveys  of,  made 
prior  thereto;  and  the  limitation  aa  to  the 
acreage  that  may  be  included  in  a  public 
park,  under  section  22,  act  of  Hay  2, 1890,  is 
not  applicable  to  a  survey  so  adopted 313 

A  survey  of  a,  made  by  the  provisional 
authorities  of  a  municipality,  becomes  opera- 
tive fh>m  and  after  its  execution  and  approval 
by  said  authorities,  when  subsequently 
adopted  by  the  townsite  trustees  after 
entry 


313 


The  law  applicable  to,  contemplates  aanr- 
vey  of  the  land  into  lots  and  blocks  before 
deeds  may  be  given 313 

A  patent  for  that  in  terms  provides  that 
**no  title  shall  be  hereby  acquired  to  any 
mine  ....  or  to  any  valid  mining  claim  or 
possession  held  under  existing  laws  of  Con- 
gress,'* does  not  divest  the  Department  of 
Jurisdiction  to  subsequently  issue  a  patent 
for  a  lode  claim  within  the  limits  covereil  by 
said  townsite  patent,  if  at  the  date  of  the 
towns! te  entry  such  lode  claim  was  known 
to  exist 518 

The  right  to  the  purchaae  money  paid  on 
the  commutation  of  a  homesti  ad  entry  for 
townsite  purposes  can  only  be  recognized 
on  behalf  of  an  independent  municipal 
organization 50« 

Waifon  Road  Grant. 

The  title  of  a  purohaaer  in  good  fsith  from 
a  wagon  rosd  company  of  lands  previously 
certified  thereto,  is  confirmed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  adverse  claims,  although  by  the 
true  construction  of  the  grant  to  said  com- 
pany  said  lands  were  excepted  therefrom; 
and  in  such  case  the  only  remedy  left  to  the 
govi»mment  is  by  way  of  suit  against  the 
wflgon  road  company  to  recover  the  value 
of  said  lands laa 


